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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  86-783 


EXTENSION  OF  MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR  PROGRAM.  Amends  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  extend  for  6  months, 
until  December  31,  1961,  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program 
under  which  workers  are  brought  into  the  United  States 
from  Mexico  under  the  supervision  of  the  Department  of 
Labor,  and  pursuant  to  an  international  agreement  with 
the  Government  of  Mexico,  to  assist  in  seasonal  farm 
operations  in  the  United  States. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session- 


S.  3666 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  13, 1960 

Mr.  McCarthy  (for  himself,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr. 
McNamara,  Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Proxmire,  Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Young  of  Ohio, 
and  Mr.  Dodd)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


To  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
to  provide  protection  for  the  employment  opportunities  of 
domestic  agricultural  workers  in  the  United  States,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

r.  -a,**-,  ««  *  *  ■  > 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  501  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  first  paragraph  and 

5  substituting  therefor  the  following: 

6  “Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized  to  deter- 

o  .  A.,.  .r  .  _  -  -  ;.r  *  '■  *  V  '  r[  '  *  f  ;  :'T  f.  *•'  r.r  OU 

7  mine  whether  and  to  what  extent  it  is  necessary  to  augment 

8  the  agricultural  labor  force  in  the  United  States  by  supplying 
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workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  Such  workers  shall 
be  supplied  pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico  only  if  the  Secretary  certi¬ 
fies  that  (A)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place 
needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which  foreign  workers  are 
to  be  employed,  (B)  the  employment  of  such  foreign  workers 
will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions 
of  domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  employed,  and 
(C)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  attract  domestic 
workers  for  such  employment,  including  independent  and 
direct  recruitment  by  the  employer  requesting  foreign  work¬ 
ers,  at  terms  and  conditions  of  employment  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers.  No  workers  shall  be  sup¬ 
plied  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title  except  for  sea¬ 
sonal  employment  or  employment  requiring  no  specialized 
skills. 

“In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  authorized — ” 

(b)  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  re¬ 
numbering  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  as 
paragraphs  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  and  (8) ,  respectively,  and 
inserting  after  paragraph  ( 1 )  the  following  new  paragraphs : 

“(2)  to  fix  the  ratio  of  agricultural  workers  from 

•i  -I  .L  '  1  *  *•  '  1  1  -  —  ^  ;i  yilj  v..* 

the  Republic  of  Mexico  to  domestic  agricultural  work- 
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ers  which  may  he  employed  by  any  employer,  when 
necessary  to  assure  active  competition  for  the  available 
supply  of  United  States  agricultural  workers; 

“(3)  to  establish  specific  criteria  for  judging 
whether  the  employment  of  Mexican  agricultural  work¬ 
ers  in  the  United  States  is  adversely  affecting  or  Will 
adversely  affect  the  wages,  working  conditions,  or  em¬ 
ployment  opportunities  of  domestic  workers  similarly 
employed.  Such  criteria  shall  include  but  shall  not  be 
limited  to  (a)  failure  of  wages  and  earnings  in  activities 
and  areas  using  Mexicans  to  advance  with  wage  in¬ 
creases  generally;  (b)  the  relationship  between  Mexican 
employment  trends  and  wage  trends  in  areas  using  Mexi¬ 
can  workers;  (c)  differences  in  wage  and  earning  levels 
of  workers  on  farms  using  Mexican  labor  compared  with 
nonusers 

(c)  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
substituting  the  words  “paragraph  (5)  ”  for  the  words  “para¬ 
graph  (3)”  where  they  appear  in  paragraph  (6),  as  so 
redesignated  by  subsection  (b)  of  this  section. 

Sec.  2.  Section  502(3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
substituting  the  words  “section  501  (6)  ”  for  the  words  “sec¬ 
tion  501  (5)  ”  therein. 

Sec.  3.  Section  503  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 


follows ; 
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“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall 
be  made  available  to  any  employer  unless  the  United  States 
agricultural  workers  employed  by  such  employer  are  paid 
at  wage  rates  not  less  favorable  than  those  required  to  be 
offered  to  Mexican  workers.” 

Sec.  4.  Section  506  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  deleting 
the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2),  striking  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3),  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “;  and”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

“(4)  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  he 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  509  of  such  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  “June  30,  1961”  and  inserting,  “June  30,  1963.” 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


i960 

EXTENSION  AND  AMENDMENT  OP 
AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
to  extend  Public  Law  78  for  2  additional 
years  and  to  amend  it  to  provide  certain 
safeguards  for  the  protection  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers. 

The  migrant  farm  workers  constitute 
one  of  the  most  impoverished  and  neg¬ 
lected  groups  in  our  society.  They  have 
not  generally  shared  in  the  rise  of  stand¬ 
ard  of  living  throughout  the  Nation  and 
their  social  and  economic  problems  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  most  serious.  The  improve¬ 
ment  of  their  opportunity  for  a  better 
life  is  a  matter  of  basic  social  justice. 

The  bill  which  I  am  introducing  today 
deals  with  only  one  phase  of  the  whole 
migrant  labor  problem,  that  of  the  reg¬ 
ulation  of  the  conditions  under  which  it 
shall  be  lawful  to  bring  into  this  coun¬ 
try  Mexican  nationals  for  agricultural 
labor.  This  is,  however,  a  matter  for 
which  the  Congress  has  special  respon¬ 
sibility,  since  this  program  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Congress  in  1951  with  the 
passage  of  Public  Law  78.  Although  it 
was  envisioned  as  a  temporary  measure, 
it  has  been  extended  on  three  occasions. 
The  present  expiration  date  is  June  30, 
1961,  but  already  there  is  demand  that 
it  be  extended  in  this  session. 

Public  Law  78  authorized  agreements 
with  the  Republic  of  Mexico  for  admis¬ 
sion  of  Mexican  nationals  into  the  United 
States  to  meet  farm  labor  shortages.  It 
was  viewed  also  as  a  means  of  reducing 
the  number  of  illegal  entries  of  “wet¬ 
backs.”  In  approving  the  procedure  the 
Congress  set  up  some  conditions  which 
would  guarantee,  it  was  thought,  that 
domestic  farm  workers  would  not  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  employment  of 
Mexican  nationals. 

The  program  has  been  successful  as 
regards  the  recruitment  of  Mexican 
workers.  In  1952  the  number  of  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals  brought  into  the  United 
States  was  197,000;  in  1954,  309,000;  in 
1956,  445, COO,  and  in  each  of  the  past  3 
years  the  number  has  been  over  430,000. 
Under  the  contracts  worked  cut  by  our 
Government  and  that  of  Mexico  there 
has  been  gradual  improvement  under 
which  the  Mexican  nationals  travel,  live, 
and  work. 

On  the  other  hand  the  program  has 
grown  beyond  that  of  meeting  an  emer¬ 
gency  demand  for  seasonal  labor.  The 
safeguards  to  protect  the  rights  of  do¬ 
mestic  migratory  workers  have  proved 
inadequate.  Experience  has  shown  that 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  lacks  sufficient 
authority  to  make  and  enforce  the  regu¬ 
lations  necessary  to  protect  domestic 
workers.  There  is  much  evidence  that 
the  program  has  had  a  depressing  influ¬ 
ence  on  the  wages,  living  conditions,  and 
employment  opportunities  of  American 
agricultural  workers. 

The  family  farm  is  also  affected  by  this 
program.  About  half  of  the  farms  in  the 
Nation  do  not  use  hired  labor  and  an¬ 
other  35  percent  use  very  little.  The 
great  majority  of  migratory  workers  are 
used  on  less  than  5  percent  of  the  farms 
of  the  Nation,  the  percentage  using  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  are.  even  fewer.  In  many 


types  of  farm  production  the  family -type 
farmers  are  losing  out  partly  because  the 
large-scale  operators  can  cut  costs  by  use 
of  cheap  labor.  In  1958,  for  example,  the 
Department  of  Labor  had  to  take  action 
to  try  to  guarantee  that  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  working  on  the  piece-rate  basis 
would  receive  at  least  50  cents  per  hour, 
the  minimum  set  by  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  braceros  paid  on  an  hourly 
rate. 

The  special  Senate  Committee  on  Un¬ 
employment  Problems  was  concerned 
with  the  problem  of  underemployment 
and  unemployment  among  rural  people. 
We  did  not  deal  extensively  with  the 
question  of  migratory  workers  since  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  La¬ 
bor  and  Public  Welfare  was  studying 
hearings  on  this  problem.  We  did  re¬ 
ceive  some  testimony,  however,  regard¬ 
ing  the  adverse  effect  of  the  Mexican 
farm  labor  program  on  the  employment 
opportunities  and  wages  of  domestic 
farmworkers.  In  the  final  report  of  the 
committee  made  last  March,  both  the 
majority  and  minority  members  were 
agreed  on  the  need  for  the  Congress  to 
examine  closely  the  effects  of  Public  Law 
78  on  domestic  employment  opportuni¬ 
ties  before  extending  the  program. 

The  most  substantial  evidence  for  the 
necessity  of  revising  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  78  has  come  from  the  con¬ 
sultants  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  study  the  Mexican  farm  labor 
program.  Members  of  this  special  study 
group  were  former  U.S.  Senator  Edward 
Thye,  Dr.  Rufus  B.  van  Kleinsmid,  chan¬ 
cellor  of  the  University  of  Southern  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  Glenn  E.  Garrett,  chairman  of 
the  Texas  Council  of  Migrant  Labor,  and 
Msgr.  George  Higgins,  director  of  the  so¬ 
cial  action  department  of  the  National 
Catholic  Welfare  Conference.  The  con¬ 
sultants  made  their  report  last  October, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  some 
of  the  factual  background  developed  by 
the  consultants. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

A.  ADVERSE  EFFECT 

Section  503(2)  of  Public  Law  78  prohibits 
the  Department  of  Labor  from  making  Mex¬ 
ican  workers  available  in  any  area  unless 
it  is  determined  that  the  employment  of 
such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

In  carrying  out  other  provisions  of  Public 
Law  78  and  the  international  agreement,  the 
Department  has  established  procedures 
which  tend  to  minimize  adverse  effect.  These 
include  (a)  preseason  supply-demand  analy¬ 
sis  to  determine  labor  shortages;  (b)  inter¬ 
state  clearance  to  meet  shortages  from  avail¬ 
able  surpluses  of  domestic  labor;  (c)  re¬ 
quiring  employers  of  foreign  labor  to  meet 
acceptable  standards  of  housing  and  working 
conditions;  (d)  requiring  employers  of  for¬ 
eign  workers  to  pay  the  “prevailing  wage”  to 
protect  domestic  wage  standards  while  pre¬ 
venting  exploitation  of  foreign  workers;  and 
(e)  requiring  employers  using  foreign  work¬ 
ers  to  hire  qualified  U.S.  workers  who  become 
unemployed  in  the  area,  either  in  addition  to 
or  in  place  of  Mexican  nationals. 

In  spite  of  these  efforts,  there  are  indica¬ 
tions  that  adverse  effect  has  occurred  in  some 
cases.  The  following  are  some  examples: 
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1.  Employment  displacement;  There  are 
indications  of  some  employer  preference  for 
Mexicans  over  domestic  workers  because  they 
represent  an  assured  work  force  of  premium 
adult  male  labor.  Use  of  Mexicans  relieves 
the  farmer  of  the  risk  of  losing  his  labor 
supply,  and  enables  him  to  take  maximum 
advantage  of  changing  market  prices  and 
crop  grades.  The  unit  cost  of  housing  for¬ 
eign  workers  is  generally  smaller  than  the 
cost  for  domestic  migrants,  who  usually 
travel  in  family  groups.  In  a  competitive 
situation,  other  farmers  seek  the  same  ad¬ 
vantages  and  strong  and  continuing  pres¬ 
sures  build  up  to  utilize  foreign  workers. 
Thus  in  some  areas,  almost  100  percent  of  the 
seasonal  work  on  certain  crop  activities  is 
performed .  by  foreign  workers.  Domestic 
workers  either  migrate  to  other  areas  of 
employment  or  do  not  seek  jobs  in  the  ac¬ 
tivity  which  is  identified  with  Mexicans.  *  *  * 

2.  Duration  of  employment:  Agriculture 
cannot  provide  year-round  employment  for 
most  farm  wageworkers  because  of  the  short 
duration  of  seasons.  The  average  farm  wage¬ 
worker  can  only  expect  to  work  about  125 
days  a  year  at  farm  jobs.  If  foreign  work¬ 
ers  are  available,  seasons  of  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  may  be  further  compressed  by  us¬ 
ing  more  workers  at  peak.  This  may  result 
in  even  shorter  duration  of  employment  and 
loss  of  income  for  American  farmworkers  in 
areas  where  foreign  workers  are  employed. 

3.  Low  wages :  Agriculture  has  been  histor¬ 
ically  a  low-wage  industry.  Farm  employers 
have  not  generally  attempted  to  compete 
with  other  industries  for  labor.  In  areas 
where  foreign  workers  are  used  in  large 
numbers  their  presence  may  prevent  wage 
rates  from  rising  to  levels  they  would  attain 
if  no  foreign  workers  were  admitted. 
Knowledge  of  the  availability  of  Mexican 
nationals  weakens  the  domestic  workers’ 
bargaining  position  and  contributes  to  the 
depression  of  area  wage  levels.  Studies  made 
by  the  Department  of  Labor  show  that  wage 
rates  in  activities  in  which  Mexicans  are  em¬ 
ployed  have  lagged  behind  the  rising  wage 
level  for  farm  work  generally.  The  studies 
also  show  that  wages  paid  by  employers  who 
use  foreign  workers  tend  to  average  lower 
than  those  paid  by  nonusers  in  the  same 
area  (see  discussion  of  wages  in  C  below) . 

B.  EXTENSIVE  USE  OF  MEXICAN  NATIONALS 

1.  Year-round  occupations:  Public  Law  78 
does  not  limit  the  use  of  Mexican  nationals 
to  seasonal  occupations  although  the  history 
and  background  of  this  program  indicate 
that  it  generally  was  considered  to  be  for  the 
purpose  of  meeting  emergency  needs.  How¬ 
ever,  approximately  20,000  Mexicans  known 
as  “specials,”  are  now  employed  on  a  year- 
round  basis.  These  are  workers  with  special¬ 
ized  knowledge  and  experience  who  are  spe¬ 
cifically  requested  at  reception  centers  and 
whose  contracts  are  renewed  every  6  months. 
Most  “specials”  are  employed  in  the  border 
States  of  Texas  and  New  Mexico. 

2.  Skilled  occupations:  Public  law  78  does 
not  limit  employment  of  Mexicans  in  terms 
of  skills,  and  in  recent  years,  there  has  been 
an  increasing  tendency  to  use  Mexicans  in 
semiskilled  and  skilled  occupations.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  those  employed  as  tractor  operators 
and  ranch  hands,  thousands  are  engaged  in 
skilled  and  semiskilled  jobs.  Recently,  the 
Department  has  been  confronted  with  the 
problem  of  Mexican  workers  penetrating  into 
field  packing  and  sorting  of  vegetables  as  new 
machine  methods  were  introduced  and  the 
work  transferred  from  the  shed  to  the  fields. 
This  work  was  formerly  done  by  packing 
shed  operators  at  higher  wage  rates  in  sheds. 

The  only  legal  authority  the  Department 
of  Labor  has  for  limiting  the  use  of  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  in  terms  of  skill  considera¬ 
tions  is  a  determination  under  section  503 
(1)  that  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are 
able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  available  at 
the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform  this 
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work,  or  a  determination  under  section  503 
(2)  that  the  use  of  Mexicans  adversely  affects 
the  wages  and  working  conditions  of  do¬ 
mestic  workers  similarly  employed.  How¬ 
ever,  difficulties  have  arisen  in  attempting 
to  apply  these  provisions.  For  example,  in 
the  case  of  Mexicans  used  in  the  machine 
packing  and  sorting  of  vegetables  in  the 
held,  American  packinghouse  workers  have 
been  displaced.  However,  the  displaced 
workers  are  not  necessarily  available  to  trans¬ 
fer  to  field  jobs  because  of  changes  in  the 
job  content  as  well  as  a  lowering  of  wages 
and  the  conditions  of  employment.  Con¬ 
sequently,  Mexicans  are  requested  for  field 
packing  work  while  higher  paid  domestic 
shedworkers  are  laid  off. 

3.  Nonessential  crops:  Under  Public  Law 
78  foreign  workers  may  be  used  for  any  com¬ 
modity  or  product  which  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  deems  essential.  Since  the  in¬ 
ception  of  the  law,  however,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  not  exercised  his  discretion 
to  declare  any  commodities  nonessential, 
even  those  which  are  in  surplus  supply  and 
heavily  subsidized.  More  than  60  percent 
of  all  Mexicans  employed  at  peak  work  in 
crops  which  are  in  surplus  supply. 

c.  WAGES 

1.  Wage  trends:  Section  503(2)  of  Public 
Law  78  states  that  the  Department  of  Labor’s 
responsibility  under  the  law  shall  be  carried 
out  in  a  manner  that  will  not  adversely 
affect  wages.  The  international  agreement 
helps  to  implement  this  by  providing  that 
wages  paid  to  foreign  workers  should  corre¬ 
spond  with  those  paid  to  domestic  workers 
similarly  employed  in  the  area. 

The  prevailing  wage  concept  may  work 
satisfactorily  in  situations  where  wage  rates 
are  determined  by  competitive  forces  in  the 
labor  market,  and  there  are  so  few  Mexicans 
that  their  presence  does  not  upset  this  equi¬ 
librium.  Actually,  however,  the  availability 
of  a  potential  reserve  of  foreign  labor  gen¬ 
erally  influences  the  wage  levels  in  the  area 
for  crops  oh  which  Mexicans  are  usually 
employed,  and  on  other  crops  as  well.  Thus, 
Mexican  rates  are  tied  to  domestic  wage 
levels,  which,  in  turn,  may  be  more  or  less 
stabilized  by  the  presence  of  Mexicans. 
Therefore,  wage  levels  tend  to  become  fixed 
in  areas  and  activities  where  Mexicans  are 
employed. 

Studies  of  the  BES  show  that  wage  rates 
in  crops  for  which  Mexicans  are  employed 
do  not  move  upward  at  a  rate  corresponding 
with  the  general  trends  in  farm  wage  rates. 

Between  1953  and  1958,  the  hourly  farm 
wage  rate  in  the  United  States  increased  14 
percent,  according  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  An  examination  of  wage  sur¬ 
veys  made  by  State  agencies  in  areas  using 
Mexican  nationals  showed  that  the  average 
rate  paid  to  domestic  workers  in  these  areas 
either  remained  unchanged  or  decreased  in 
three-fifths  of  the  cases.  In  making  this 
analysis  each  wage  survejkwas  given  equal 
weight  regardless  of  the  relative  number  of 
workers  employed.  If  the  findings  had  been 
weighted,  the  indication  of  a  leveling  or 
downtrend  of  wages  would  be  greater.  For 
example,  in  cotton,  in  which  about  one-half 
of  the  Mexicans  are  employed,  three-fourths 
of  the  cases  showed  rates  unchanged  or 
lowered.  Between  1958  and  1959,  an  im¬ 
provement  in  wage  rates  paid  to  American 
workers  in  areas  using  Mexican  nationals 
has  been  reported,  but  the  magnitude  of 
these  increases  is  less  than  the  overall  in¬ 
crease  in  farm  wage  rates  in  the  United 
States. 

During  the  past  decade  the  wage  differ¬ 
ential  between  agriculture  and  industry  has 
been  widening  steadily,  and  it  may  be  in¬ 
ferred  that  the  use  of  foreign  workers  in 
agriculture  is  partly  responsible. 

4.  Earnings  of  Mexican  workers:  The  Mexi¬ 
can  Government  has  set  a  50-cent  minimum 
for  braceros  paid  on  an  hourly  basis.  This 


standard  is  below  existing  wage  levels  in 
most  areas  where  foreign  workers  are  em¬ 
ployed  but  above  prevailing  levels  in  the 
Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  in  Texas,  Arkansas, 
Delta  areas,  and  parts  of  New  Mexico. 

Studies  of  earnings  of  Mexican  workers 
have  revealed  that  many  paid  on  a  piece- 
rate  basis  were  not  realizing  the  equivalent 
■of  50  cents  an  hour.  Therefore,  in  1958,  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  adopted  a 
policy  that  workers  of  reasonable  diligence 
must  realize  a  minimum  of  50  cents  an  hour 
or  the  piece  rate  must  be  adjusted  to  assure 
this. 

This  does  not,  however,  set  an  absolute 
minimum  wage,  since  10  percent  of  the  work¬ 
ers,  who  are  presumed  to  be  less  diligent 
than  others,  may  earn  less  than  50  cents  an 
hour.  Adjustment  of  piece  rates  to  eliminate 
unsatisfactory  earnings  has  been  generally 
accomplished  through  negotiation  with 
growers. 

D.  CONDITIONS  OF  EMPLOYMENT 

One  of  the  reasons  that  shortages  of  labor 
cannot  always  be  filled  by  American  workers 
is  that  conditions  of  employment  are  less 
satisfactory  than  those  offered  foreign  work¬ 
ers.  Contract  guarantees  give  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  a  number  of  advantages;  the  principal 
ones  are  provided  by  the  international  agree¬ 
ment  listed  below. 

1.  Transportation:  Transportation  from 
migration  centers  in  the  interior  of  Mexico  to 
the  border,  as  well  as  subsistence  en  route,  is 
paid  from  a  revolving  fund  to  which  employ¬ 
ers  contribute.  Employers  also  arrange  for 
transportation  of  braceros  from  the  border 
to  to  worksite.  When  the  employer  provides 
a  bus  or  truck  to  pick  up  the  worker  at  re¬ 
ception  centers,  the  vehicle  must  meet  rigid 
standards.  Return  transportation  from  the 
work  area  to  the  worker’s  home  in  Mexico  is 
also  the  employer’s  responsibility. 

Domestic  migratory  workers  generally  pay 
their  own  transportation  to  and  from  work 
areas.  Employers  frequently  advance  partial 
transportation  costs,  reimbursing  themselves 
through  payroll  deductions.  In  some  in¬ 
stances  employers  will  offer  return  transpor¬ 
tation  to  workers  who  remain  until  the  end 
of  the  season.  Domestic  migrants  are  usually 
transported  by  crew  leaders  whose  trucks  are 
subject  to  ICC  regulations  if  State  lines  are 
crossed.  Many  now  travel  in  their  own  cars 
or  by  public  transportation. 

2.  Work  guarantee:  The  Mexican-worker 
contract  guarantees  the  worker  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  work  on  at  least  three-fourths  of  the 
work  days  in  the  contract  period,  which  is 
usually  for  a  minimum  of  6  weeks.  If  the 
employer  does  not  provide  the  guaranteed 
number  of  days  of  employment,  the  worker 
is  paid  the  amount  he  would  have  earned 
had  he  worked.  Under  the  contract,  work¬ 
ers  who  are  offered  employment  for  less  than 
64  hours  in  any  2-week  period,  are  en¬ 
titled  to  subsistence,  consisting  of  3  meals 
per  day  or  cash  equivalent,  for  each  8  hours 
less  than  64.  Domestic  workers  generally 
have  no  contract,  work  guarantee,  or  sub¬ 
sistence  allowance. 

3.  Housing:  Foregin  workers  are  provided 
free  housing  which  must  meet  minimum 
standards  of  sanitation,  space,  cleanliness, 
etc.,  prescribed  by  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security.  Blankets  and  bedding  must 
be  provided,  as  well  as  cooking  facilities  sep¬ 
arate  from  sleeping  quarters  in  camps  which 
do  not  have  central  feeding  facilities. 

Housing  for  domestic  workers  varies 
greatly  as  to  type  and  quality.  Typically, 
migrants  carry  their  own  bedding  and  cook¬ 
ing  facilities.  They  are  housed  in  small 
cabins  or  in  rooms  in  partitioned  barracks, 
either  on  the  employer’s  farms  or  in  public 
camps.  Many  seek  out  rooms  in  small 
towns  in  rural  areas.  Migratory  worker 
housing  is  subject  to  standards  and  inspec¬ 
tion  in  States  with  farm  labor  camp  codes. 
About  half  the  States,  including  Arizona, 


California,  and  New  Mexico,  which  employ 
large  numbers  of  foreign  workers,  have  laws 
or  regulations  that  apply  to  farm  labor 
camps,  ranging  from  very  limited  to  com¬ 
prehensive  regulations.  Even  in  States  with 
codes,  inspection  is  limited  or  virtually  im¬ 
possible  because  of  inadequate  staff.  Texas 
and  Michigan  are  outstanding  examples  of 
States  with  high  employment  of  domestic 
migrants  and  foreign  workers  without  States 
codes,  although  local  health  ordinances  may 
apply.  To  some  extent  the  foreign-worker 
program  has  helped  to  improve  standards 
of  housing  for  domestic  workers.  Employ¬ 
ers  of  Mexicans  who  also  employ  domestic 
workers  often  provide  equivalent  housing 
conditions  for  both. 

4.  Wage  guarantee:  Mexican-worker  con¬ 
tracts  specify  a  minimum  wage  based  on  the 
prevailing  wage  in  the  area  of  employment 
ascertained  by  the  local  employment  office. 

If  the  prevailing  wage  is  found,  on  the  basis 
of  surveys,  to  be  higher  than  the  contract 
minimum,  the  worker  must  be  paid  the  high¬ 
er  wage.  If  paid  on  a  piece-rate,  the  con¬ 
tract  guarantees  the  worker  at  least  $2  a  day 
for  the  first  48  hours  of  employment  while  . 
he  is  learning. 

Domestic  agricultural  workers  are  not  pro¬ 
tected  by  a  contract  minimum.  The  wage 
and  hour  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  do  not  cover  agriculture.  None  of 
the  State  minimum-wage  laws,  except  in 
Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico,  apply  to  all 
agricultural  workers. 

5.  Insurance:  Employers  of  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  are  required  to  provide  insurance  or  es¬ 
tablish  sufficient  financial  responsibility  to 
cover  major  occupational  risks.  They  are 
obligated  to  pay  all  expenses  for  hospital, 
medical,  and  surgical  attention  and  other 
similar  services  necessitated  by  occupational 
injury  or  disease.  They  must  also  pay  for 
the  workers’  subsistence  during  days  the 
workers  are  unable  to  work  because  of  illness 
or  injury.  Employers  of  Mexican  nationals 
also  carry  nonoccupational  insurance  for 
their  workers,  the  cost  of  which  is  paid  by 
deductions  from  wages. 

Domestic  workers  are  not  protected  by  oc¬ 
cupational  insurance  except  to  the  extent 
that  they  are  covered  by  workmen’s  compen¬ 
sation  laws.  Only  Ohio  and  California  have 
compulsory  coverage  of  farmworkers.  In 
certain  other  States  (including  Arizona), 
farmworkers  engaged  in  mechanized  occupa¬ 
tions  are  covered. 

6.  Performance  guarantee:  The  U.S. 
Government  guarantees  the  performance 
by  employers  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Mexican’s  work  contract  relating  to  wages 
and  transportation.  The  workers  may  also 
contact  the  Mexican  consul  with  respect  to 
contract  provisions,  and  they  may  elect  their 
own  representatives  as  spokesmen  in  dealing 
with  employers. 

Unemployed  domestic  workers  may  contact 
the  local  employment  office  for  preference  in 
employment  in  cases  where  Mexican  workers 
are  employed.  They  have  no  protection  re¬ 
garding  wages  or  working  conditions  except 
in  three  States  which  have  wage  collection 
laws  which  apply  to  agriculture.  The  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Massachusetts  laws  apply  specifi¬ 
cally  to  farmworkers;  Minnesota’s  to  “tran¬ 
sient”  labor.  Generally,  domestic  workers 
are  not  organized  in  unions.  A  crew  leader 
may  act  as  spokesman  for  workers  or  as  inter¬ 
mediary  between  workers  and  employers. 

E.  RECRUITMENT  AND  AVAILABILITY  OF  DOMESTIC 
WORKERS 

1.  Recruitment  efforts :  Section  503(3)  pro¬ 
vides  that  reasonable  efforts  must  be  made 
to  attract  domestic  workers  at  wages  and 
standards  of  work  comparable  to  those  of¬ 
fered  to  foreign  workers  as  a  condition  for 
recruiting  foreign  labor. 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security  proce¬ 
dures  require  employers  seeking  foreign 
workers  to  file  orders  which  are  treated  as 
requests  for  domestic  workers.  They  are 
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circulated  in  interstate  clearance,  but  gen¬ 
erally  are  not  filled,  presumably  because 
workers  are  needed  in  supply  States  at  the 
same  time.  The  number  of  foreign  workers 
authorized  and  the  prevailing  wage  must  be 
posted  in  public  places.  If,  during  the  con¬ 
tract  period,  qualified  domestic  workers  be¬ 
come  available  for  jobs  held  by  Mexican 
workers,  the  employment  office  has  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  refer  them  to  employers  using 
foreign  workers,  and  the  employer  is  obli¬ 
gated  to  employ  them. 

It  is  the  Bureau’s  policy  to  require  em¬ 
ployers  of  foreign  labor  to  participate  in 
efforts  to  obtain  domestic  workers.  There 
is  evidence,  however,  that  many  users  of 
foreign  workers  do  not  make  as  great  an 
effort  as  those  who  rely  on  domestic  work¬ 
ers.  Employers  successful  in  recruiting  do¬ 
mestic  workers  offer  competitive  wages,  hous¬ 
ing  suitable  for  family  groups,  participate 
in  dayhaul,  youth  programs  and  other  local 
recruitment  efforts.  Many  of  them  send 
agents  to  supply  States  to  participate  with 
the  employment  service  in  positive  recruit¬ 
ment  efforts.  They  try  to  make  preseason 
arrangements  with  crew  leaders  through  the 
annual  worker  plan. 

On  the  other  hand,  some  employers  of  for¬ 
eign  labor  make  only  token  efforts  to  co¬ 
operate  in  obtaining  domestic  workers.  For 
example,  in  one  of  the  major  agricultural 
areas,  more  than  80  percent  of  the  workers 
engaged  in  harvesting  tomatoes — generally 
a  popular  crop  for  domestic  workers — are 
foreign,  while  in  the  same  area  only  about 
6  percent  of  the  workers  in  other  crops  are 
foreign.  Evidently,  employers  in  the  tomato 
crop  are  substantially  withdrawn  from  the 
domestic  labor  market.  In  many  instances, 
housing  is  built  only  for  single  males  which 
deters  use  of  domestic  workers  who  are  in 
family  groups.  Artificial  shortages  may  ex¬ 
ist  in  these  areas  because  of  unsuitable  hous¬ 
ing  facilities. 

Studies  of  the  Department  of  Labor  have 
shown  that  wage  rates  paid  to  domestic 
workers  by  farmers  who  use  Mexicans  are 
generally  lower  than  those  paid  by  non¬ 
users  for  comparable  work  in  the  same  area. 
This  indicates  that  employers  of  foreign 
labor  frequently  do  not  make  the  same  effort 
as  other  employers  in  competing  for  do¬ 
mestic  farmworkers. 

2.  Wage  payment  to  domestic  workers:  In 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  503(3) 
of  Public  Law  78,  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  requires  users  of  Mexican 
workers  to  offer  the  same  wages  to  domes¬ 
tic  as  to  foreign  workers.  However,  domes¬ 
tic  workers  who  are  employed  at  a  lower 
wage  prior  to  the  time  Mexican  workers  are 
recruited  do  not  necessarily  receive  an  in¬ 
crease  when  higher  paid  Mexicans  arrive  on 
the  job.  Reports  from  some  areas  show 
American  workers  being  paid  35  cents  and 
40  cents  per  hour  for  chopping  cotton  on 
the  same  farms  where  Mexicans  receive  the 
contract  minimum  of  50  cents  an  hour. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President, 
many  who  are  concerned  about  the 
problem  of  migratory  workers  believe 
that  Public  Law  78  should  be  termin¬ 
ated.  The  arguments  in  favor  of  this 
are  strong.  As  the  same  time  the  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  in  effect  for  9  years  and 
many  growers  have  come  to  rely  upon 
it,  and  a  case  can  be  made  for  extending 
the  program  for  2  more  years,  provided 
amendments  are  made  to  enable  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  to  protect  the  rights  of 
domestic  workers.  This  is  the  position 
taken  by  the  consultants.  They  state 
in  their  recommendations: 

The  arguments  for  and  against  the  re¬ 
newal  of  Public  Law  78  are  not  entirely 
conclusive.  As  a  practical  judgment,  how¬ 


ever,  the  committee  has  concluded  that, 
on  balance,  the  case  in  favor  of  renewing 
Public  Law  78  on  a  temporary  basis  is  more 
conclusive  than  the  arguments  against  its 
renewal.  *  *  •  The  committee’s  support  of 
a  temporary  renewal  of  Public  Law  78  is 
conditioned  on  its  being  substantially 
amended  so  as  to  prevent  adverse  effect, 
ensure  utilization  of  the  domestic  work 
force,  and  limit  the  use  of  Mexicans  to  un¬ 
skilled  seasonal  jobs. 

This  bill  incorporates  many  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  consultants’  re¬ 
port.  It  provides  that  the  use  of  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  shall  be  confined  to  sea¬ 
sonal  employment  or  employment  re¬ 
quiring  no  specialized  skills.  It  permits 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  establish  spe¬ 
cific  criteria  for  judging  whether  the 
employment  of  Mexican  nationals  in  the 
United  States  is  adversely  affecting  the 
wages,  employment  opportunities,  or 
working  conditions  of  domestic  workers 
similarly  employed.  It  provides  that  no 
workers  recruited  under  this  program 
shall  be  made  available  to  an  employer 
unless  the  U.S.  agricultural  workers 
employed  by  such  employer  are  paid 
at  wage  rates  not  less  favorable  than 
those  required  to  be  offered  to  Mex¬ 
ican  workers.  The  bill  also  extends  the 
program  for  2  years,  until  June  30,  1963. 
This  will  permit  the  Congress  to  ob¬ 
serve  the  operation  of  the  program  when 
it  contains  proper  safeguards  for  do¬ 
mestic  workers  and  then  to  determine 
whether  the  program  is  needed  or  jus¬ 
tified. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  bill  be  printed  at  this  point 
in  the  Record  and  that  the  bill  lie  on 
the  table  until  June  17  in  order  that 
other  Members  who  wish  to  cosponsor 
it  may  have  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee  in  the  chair) .  The  bill  will  be  re¬ 
ceived  and  appropriately  referred;  and, 
without  objection,  the  bill  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  and  held  at  the  desk,  as 
requested  by  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

The  bill  (S.  3666)  to  amend  title  V  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
to  provide  protection  for  the  employment 
opportunities  of  domestic  agricultural 
workers  in  the  United  States,  and  for 
other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  sec¬ 
tion  501  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  deleting  the  first 
paragraph  and  substituting  therefor  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  determine  whether  and  to  what 
extent  it  is  necessary  to  augment  the  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  force  in  the  United  States  by 
supplying  workers  from  the  Republic  of 
Mexico.  Such  workers  shall  be  supplied 
pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico 
only  if  the  Secretary  certifies  that  (A) 
sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at 
the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform  the 
work  for  which  foreign  workers  are  to  be 
employed,  (B)  the  employment  of  such  for¬ 


eign  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers  similarly  employed,  and 
(C)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  at¬ 
tract  domestic  workers  for  such  employ¬ 
ment,  including  independent  and  direct 
recruitment  by  the  employer  requesting  for¬ 
eign  workers,  at  terms  and  conditions  of  em¬ 
ployment  comparable  to  those  offered  to  for¬ 
eign  workers.  No  workers  shall  be  supplied 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title  except 
for  seasonal  employment  or  employment  re¬ 
quiring  no  specialized  skills. 

“In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized — ”. 

(b)  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  renumbering  paragraphs  (2), 
(3),  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  as  paragraphs  (4),  (5), 
(6),  (7),  and  (8)  respectively,  and  inserting 
after  paragraph  (1)  the  following  new  para¬ 
graphs  : 

“(2)  to  fix  the  ratio  of  agricultural  workers 
from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  ter  domestic 
agricultural  workers  which  may  be  employed 
by  any  employer,  when  necessary  to  assure 
active  competition  for  the  available  supply 
of  United  States  agricultural  workers; 

“(3)  to  establish  specific  criteria  for  judg¬ 
ing  whether  the  employment  of  Mexican  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  in  the  United  States  is  ad¬ 
versely  affecting  or  will  adversely  affect  the 
wages,  working  conditions,  or  employment 
opportunities  of  domestic  workers  similarly 
employed.  Such  criteria  shall  include  but 
shall  not  be  limited  to  (a)  failure  of  wages 
and  earnings  in  activities  and  areas  using 
Mexicans  to  advance  with  wage  increases 
generally;  (b)  the  relationship  between 
Mexican  employment  trends  and  wage  trends 
in  areas  using  Mexican  workers;  (c)  differ¬ 
ences  in  wage  and  earning  levels  of  workers 
on  farms  using  Mexican  labor  compared  with 
nonusers;”. 

(c)  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  substituting  the  words  “para¬ 
graph  (5)”  for  the  words  “paragraph  (3)’* 
where  they  appear  in  paragraph  (6) ,  as  so 
redesignated  by  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

Sec.  2.  Section  502(3)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  substituting  the  words  "section 
501(6)  ”  for  the  words  “section  501(5)”  there¬ 
in. 

Sec.  3.  Section  503  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this 
title  shall  be  made  available  to  any  employer 
unless  the  United  States  agricultural  workers 
employed  by  such  employer  are  paid  at  wage 
rates  not  less  favorable  than  those  required 
to  be  offered  to  Mexican  workers.” 

Sec.  4.  Section  506  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2),  striking  the  period  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (3),  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “;  and”,  and  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph: 

“(4)  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  title.” 


Sec.  5.  Section  509  of  such  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  “June  30, 
»  1961”  and  inserting,  “June  30,  1963.” 


FOREIGN  COMPETITION  WITH 


AMERICANSTNDUSTRY 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  m\  President,  one  of 
the  growing  challenges^  our  time  is  the 
increasing  competition  ol  foreign-made 
goods  in  the  American  market.  The  fact 
is  so  self-evident  that  it  requires  no  spe¬ 
cial  laboring  on  my  part.  The  problem 
which  it  presents  is  at  once  very\difficult 
and  urgent.  \ 

The  reasons  for  the  growing  inw^si°n 
of  the  American  market  are  many,  \nd 


11496 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


June  13 


'they  would  include  advantageous  wage 
rates,  the  use  of  American  industrial 
technology,  which  we  have  so  freely  ex¬ 
ported,  Government  aid  to  producers 
abroack  in  the  form  of  larger  deprecia¬ 
tion  allowances,  export  aids,  and  so 
forth.  Then,  of  course,  there  is  the  lure 
of  a  very  lush  American  market.  This  is 
a  dilemma  rhe  solution  of  which  pre¬ 
sents  a  real  problem. 

Obviously  we  bannot  well  urge  the  lift¬ 
ing  of  quotas  sm  trade  restrictions 
abroad  by  other  cWitries  and  then,  in 
the  same  breath,  ufcge  similar  restric¬ 
tions  on  our  own  market. 

Another  question  is,  How  shall  we  har¬ 
monize  the  interest  of  industries  which 
have  a  heavy  business  abrqad  with  the 
interest  of  those  that  operate  in  the  do¬ 
mestic  market  and  are  th\  victims, 
really,  of  the  heavy  foreign  competition? 

The  real  answer  may  be  founo\not  in 
any  excessive  action  on  our  partVbut, 
rather,  in  a  trade  policy  which  in  same 
measure  equalizes  the  disadvantages 
under  which  U.S.  producers  now  operate\ 

I  think  ascertaining  that  answer 
would  require  a  clear  and  completely  ob¬ 
jective  study  and  survey  of  the  whole 
problem  by  very  skilled  and  competent 
persons,  mainly  outside  of  government, 
who  have  a  varied  stake  in  the  problem. 
To  that  end,  I  have  suggested  to  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  I  have  discussed  on  a 
number  of  occasions  with  the  President, 
and  also  with  my  colleagues  in  the  Pol¬ 
icy  Committee,  the  feasibility  of  creating 
a  well-staffed,  well-financed,  high-level 
commission  which,  in  its  composition, 
would  include  representatives  of  indus¬ 
try,  labor,  agriculture,  Government, 
trade,  and  the  public  generally,  to  make 
this  kind  of  an  overall  study  and  to  re¬ 
port  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  July 
31,  1961. 

There  would  be  no  point  at  this  time 
in  particularizing  and  going  into  indi¬ 
vidual  cases,  although  many  can  be 
cited;  but  I  think  it  is  pretty  generally 
agreed  that  this  is  one  of  the  real,  grow¬ 
ing  challenges  in  our  country  that  merits 
a  good  deal  more  attention  than  it  has 
received  thus  far. 

There  are,  of  course,  those  who  are 
quite  unhappy  about  what  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  done  in  this  field,  and  they  feel 
also,  I  think,  that  under  the  operations, 
of  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Key, 
they  do  not  always  get  the  adequate  at¬ 
tention  to  the  problems  with  which /they 
as  industries  are  confronted.  / 

If  we  had  this  kind  of  a  study  made 
mainly  by  persons  outside  of/Govern- 
ment  who  have  competence,  stature,  and 
skill  in  the  field,  and  they  are  given 
sufficient  money  with  whjch  to  do  the 
job  and  are  given  some  latitude  and 
authority  to  engage  the  best  and  most 
competent  staff  members  they  can  find, 
I  believe  that  out  of/such  a  survey  there 
would  come  sweet  miit. 

To  that  end  /have  prepared  a  joint 
resolution,  wh/h,  I  now  introduce  for 
appropriate  reference.  I  ask  that  dur¬ 
ing  the  remainder  of  the  day  and  to¬ 
morrow,  the  joint  resolution  be  permitted 
to  lie  on  the  desk  for  the  purpose  of  hav¬ 
ing  th/e  Senators  who  may  wish  to  join 
as  cosponsors  do  so. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  receive  1  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred;  and,  without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  joint  resolution  will  lie  on 
the  desk  as  requested. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  208)  to 
provide  for  a  commission  to  study  and 
report  on  the  influence  of  foreign  trade 
upon  business  and  industrial  expansion 
in  the  United  States,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Dirksen,  was  received,  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  This  is  a  subject  of 
tremendously  absorbing  interest  to  me, 
to  my  State,  and,  I  think,  to  the  United 
States.  I  merely  would  like  to  add  to 
the  statement  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  which,  in  his  usual  vein,  is  so  in¬ 
formative  and  eloquent,  the  other  side 
of  the  coin.  There  are  enormous  indus¬ 
tries  in  our  country  interested  in  exports. 
We  shall  probably  have,  this  year,  a  $3 
^billion  export  surplus. 

\  There  is  also  a  growing  feeling  on  the 
part  of  certain  industries  adversely  af- 
fecced  by  imports  which  could  seriously. 
affecK  both  legislative  policy  and  execu/ 
tive  department  policy  on  the  wMe 
matter  of  foreign  trade.  Also,  we/are 
going  int!\  critical  negotiations  on  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade,  whiclKwill  be  opening  at/the  very 
start  of  1961.  \  / 

This  questionNnvolves  also  the  finan¬ 
cial  situation  of  rare  Unitoa  States  and, 
indeed,  whether  tne  dollar  will  sell  at 
par,  because  it  involves  the  interna¬ 
tional  balance  of  jniyments  of  the 
United  States.  y  \ 

So  the  question's  important  not  only 
from  the  point  yi  view  oK  the  manu¬ 
facturer  or  businessman  in  tins  country 
who  feels  himself  adversely  a^ected  by 
imports  an/  not  sufficiently  protected 
under  the/ existing  escape  clause  and 
peril  pohft  procedures  available  to\him 
under  t/e  Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements 
Act,  but  it  also  affects  an  impressive 
body  of  people  in  this  country  who  be-' 
li/e  in  foreign  trade,  and  in  its  ex¬ 
emption,  and  in  the  need  for  the  United 
/States  to  expand  materially  its  export 
markets.  It  concerns  the  millions  of 
persons  engaged  in  industries  so  af¬ 
fected. 

From  both  standpoints,  I  believe  the 
Senator’s  proposal  is  of  tremendous  in¬ 
terest.  I  know  of  the  Senator’s  interest 
in  the  problem.  I  shall  read  the  joint 
resolution  carefully.  I  have  little  doubt 
that  I  shall  join  in  cosponsorship.  Both 
from  the  standpoint  of  those  who  are  in 
favor  of  greater  foreign  trade  and  those 
who  think  they  are  entitled  to  some¬ 
thing  more  in  the  way  of  protectional- 
ism,  this  is  an  extremely  vital  exercise  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  to  develop 
a  solution  in  this  part  of  its  foreign  pol¬ 
icy,  in  view  of  its  peace  leadership. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  observations  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  York.  I 
wish  to  make  it  clear,  so  that  there  will 
be  no  misconstruction  about  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  the  joint  resolution,  it  should 


not  be  inferred  that  very  abruptly  all  of 
our  obligations  under  treaties,  under  ex-  / 
isting  law,  or  in  the  field  of  foreign/ 
trade,  should  be  suspended.  Those  must 
go  along  normally,  as  they  always  ha/e. 
Not  until  we  adduce  the  results  of  an 
objective  study  of  the  kind  proposed 
will  be  have  a  real  foundation  upon 
which  to  work.  / 

I  add  one  observation:  Very often  our 
information  is  rather  fragmentary.  For 
instance,  if  a  petition  is  filed  with  the 
U.S.  Tariff  Commission  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  relief,  w/en  an  industry 
alleges  it  has  been  byrt  or  damaged  as 
the  result  of  foreign/competition,  we  get 
only  that  little  package  at  one  time,  and 
nothing  else.  There  are  so  many  inter¬ 
relationships  in/his  field  that  we  cannot 
well  afford  tcynave  a  fragmentary  study 
and  conside/that  as  a  good,  sound  pred¬ 
icate  upon/which  to  possible  build  some 
legislation.  I  think  the  kind  of  Com¬ 
mission/suggested  would  fill  that  need. 

Mr/JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
with/my  colleague.  I  am  delighted  he 
h &/ taken  this  position. 

/Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
/the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  as  the 
Senator  knows,  this  subject  has  engaged 
my  attention  and  study  for  a  long  time. 
There  are  thousands  and  thousands  of 
jobs  and  workers  involved  in  this  very 
serious  and  complicated  problem.  Those 
are  jobs  not  only  of  those  who  work  in 
plants  which  have  been  adversely  af¬ 
fected  by  imports,  particularly  from 
countries  with  extremely  low  wage  levels, 
but  also  the  jobs  of  people  who  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  export  trade. 

I  have  always  been  a  supporter  of  the 
Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Act.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  changed  my  position  in 
this  regard,  but  at  the  same  time  I  think 
we  must  face  up  to  the  changes  which 
have  occurred  in  our  country  and 
throughout  the  world  from  the  time 
when  this  act  was  originally  passed. 
Specific  situations  which  are  relevant 
here  are  brought  to  our  attention  every¬ 
day. 

\l  am  sure  that  a  study  along  the  lines 
wrHbh  the  Senator  from  Illinois  proposes 
would  be  extremely  helpful  in  enabling 
the  Senate  to  develop  some  long-term 
resolution  of  this  problem.  I  have  a  feel¬ 
ing  that \we  might  at  the  present  time 
take  a  modest  or  moderate  step  to  revise 
and  update\ur  various  trade  laws. 

Perhaps  a  study  should  precede  any 
step  in  this  direction.  I  am  sure  of  one 
thing.  We  must  sace  up  to  the  fact  that 
we  are  going  to  nave  increasing  pres¬ 
sures  in  favor  of  doing  away  with  or 
seriously  modifying  the  Trade  Agree¬ 
ments  Act.  This  ,  inV my  judgment, 
would  be  regrettable.  What  is  needed  is 
moderate  and  realistic  action  to  revise 
the  relevant  statutes  so  thak within  the 
existing  structure  of  our  Trade  Agree¬ 
ments  Act,  a  better  balance  will\e  struck 
between  our  foreign  and  domestic  eco¬ 
nomic  policies  and  so  that  a  few\elect 
American  industries  will  not  beai\the 
full  burden  of  increased  foreign  competi¬ 
tion.  \ 
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Mr.  Sisk  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa - 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  509  of  such  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 

4  striking  “June  30,  1961”  and  inserting  “June  30,  1963”. 
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/HLIGHFS:  House  debated  Poag\  farm  bill*  House  coim^tee  reported  bill  to  extend 
Mexican  farm  labor  pi-ogram,  Houls^e  passed  bill  for  temporary  exemptions  from  humane 
slaughter  regulations.  House  committee  reported  bi,3!i  to  raise  minimum  wage  level. 
Senate  passed:  Independent  offices\^ppropriation  ball;  general  Government  matters 
appropriation  bill.  Senate  committee^reported  b^ll  to  accelerate  reforestation. 

Sen,  Humphrey  criticized  administration’s  farm yprogram.  Sen,  Hurray  submitted  and 
discussed  measure  to  establish  World  Foo^  Bar Rep,  Wolf  introduced  and  discussed 
feed  grains  bill. 


)USi 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  oj/'H.  A.  122^1,  the  Poage  farm  bill  (pp. 
12S27-49).  Agreed  to,  68  to  21*5  an  amendmenVby  Rep.  Andersen,  as  amended 
by  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Wolf , /to  strike  out  tr^le  H  0:c  t*ie  bill  relating  to 
feed  grains  and  inserted  the/language  of  his  green  acres  proposal  (H.  R.  12UUU; 
to  require,  after  approval/in  a  nationwide  referendum,  that  reed  grain  pro-  ^  ^ 
ducers  place  20  percent  oa  their  cropland  in  grass^vhay,  or  pasture,  to  provide 
for  payment - in-kind  out/of  Government  surpluses  to  producers  who  aSree  t0  retire 
their  farm  land,  and  b6  provide  price  supports  on  feeV grains  at  not  less  than 
80  percent  for  the  1/61  and  1962  crops,  at  not  less  tha\  85  percent  for  the 
and  1964  crops,  andrat  90  percent  for  the  1965  and  subsequent  crops ^(pp.  ^ 

49).  Rep.  Wolf's/amendment  to  the  amendment,  agreed  to  by\a  vote  of  61  to  zV, 
provides  feed  groin  price  supports  at  not  less  than  80  percent  mr  the  19  c.n 
1962  crops  (rather  than  at  not  less  than  75  percent) (pp.  12845^48) .  -sp. 
Andresen's  anfendment  was  a  substitute  amendmen  t  for  an  amendment  proposed  by 
Rep.  Quie  wtfich  he  explained  would  have  provided  "that  a  farmer  W  reduced  his 
feed  graioracres  by  between  10  and  50  percent  voluntarily  would  oes^ab  e  to 
receive ypayment  in  kind  (pp.  12843-49). 

Rejected  the  following  amendments:  .  ,  .  ,  . 

By  R/p.  Quie,  50  to  68,  to  permit  all  wheat  producers  who  would  be  subject  to 

qu£a  under  sub  .itle  A  of  the  bill  to  vote  in  the  wheat  referendum  on  whether 
*hey  desire  to  be  under  subtitle  A  or  subtitle  B.  He  explained  that  the  eiS^e 
of  the  proposed  amendment  "would  allow  about  70  percent  of  the  wheat  iarmers  o 
vote  who  are  not  allowed  to  vote  under  the  present  wording  oi  the  bii  . 

(pp.  12827-9) 


vBy  Rep.  Thomson  to  strike  out  section  101  (the  first  of  the  sections  relating  to 
\wheat)  of  the  bill,  stating  that  if  this  amendment  was  agreed  to  he  would  offei 
Additional  amendments  to  strike  out  all  sections  of  the  bill  except  the  section 
providing  for  the  elimination  of  acreage  allotments  on  wheat,  pp.  12829-35 

By  Rep X  Laird  to  extend  the  conservation  reserve  program  for  3  additional yyears, 
increash  the  authorization  for  a  65  million  acre  program,  provide  a  payment 
in  kind  for  wheat  and  feed  grains  under  the  program,  limit  payments  mraer  the 
program  t<X|7,500  to  any  one  producer,  and  limit  to  25  percent  the  amount  of 
land  in  any\ommunity  or  county  which  could  be  devoted  to  the  program, 
pp.  12832-43 


2.  FARM  LABOR..  The  Agriculture  Committee*0^0 r^e Without  amendment. H.  R.  12759,  to 

extend  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  (H.  Rept.  1954).  p.  12860 

3.  HUMANE  SLAUGHTER..  Passed  with  an  amendment  H.  R.  12705,  t p  extend  for  60  days, 

until  August  30,  1960,  ^the  time  during  which  slaughterers  and  processors,  who 
have  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  the  equipment  necessary  to  enable  them  to 
comply  with  the  provisionA\of  the  Humane  Slaughter  Aye,  may  have  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  (p.  12826).  The  bi^T  had  been  reported  without 
amendment  earlier  by  the  Agrrqulture  Committee  (H/Rept.  1937 )(pp.  12859-60). 

4.  MINIMUM  WAGE.  The  Education  and 'Labor  Commit teof  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  12677,  to  raise  the  minimunryage  to  an  hour  (H.  Rept.  1933). 

p.  12859 

5.  PERSONNEL;  RETIREMENT.  Concurred  in  tntetfenate  amendments  to  H.  R.  8241,  to 

amend  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  Xelating  to  the  reemployment  of  former 
Members  of  Congress  in  other  Federal  ifosftions.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President,  pp.  12775-7 

6.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Commib^ee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  the  following  bills:  (p.  D59i 

H.  R.  10418,  with  amendipent,  to  revise  the\>oundaries  of  the  Coronado 
National  Memorial  in  Ariz.; 

H.  R.  11200,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  sell  reserved  mineral  Interests  of  the  U.  S.  in  FIX.  to  the  record  owners 
of  the  surface  of  the  land; 

H.  R.  11957,  with/amendment,  to  facilitate  the  selection  by  Alaska  of 
certain  public  lands/under  outstanding  mineral  lease  or  permit. 


C 
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7.  RADIOACTIVITY;  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Judiciary  Committee  votedN;o  report  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  with  amendment  S.  1806,  to  revise  the  "Ex^dosives  and 
Combustibles"  transportation  chapter  of  the  Criminal  Code  so  asN:o  include  the 
transportation  of  radioactive  materials  and  etiologic  agents  as  an^ illegal 
act.  p.  D5j 

8.  FARM-CITY/WEEK.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  the  Judiciary  Committee  "tabled 

H.  J.  Res.  758  and  759,  identical  bills,  designating  the  week  of  November  18-24, 
1960, yas  National  Farm  City  Week."  p.  D596 

FOREIGN  AID.  The  Rules  Committee  granted  an  open  rule  with  2  hours  debate  otA 
R.  11001,  to  provide  for  U.  S.  participation  in  the  International  Develop-' 

p.  D596 


'ment  Association. 
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FARM  LABOR  PROGRAM 


June  22,  1960. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


v  Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12759] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.R. 
12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

statement 

This  bill  would  extend  for  2  years  (until  June  30,  1963),  the  act 
under  which  workers  are  brought  into  the  United  States  from  Mexico 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  pursuant  to 
an  international  agreement  with  the  Government  of  Mexico,  to  assist 
in  seasonal  farm  operations  in  the  United  States. 

\  This  program  has  been  in  existence  since  1951  with  very  slight 
/  modifications  and  has  provided  seasonal  help  to  farmers  without  which 
many  crops  could  not  have  been  adequately  harvested. 

It  has  been  customary  in  extending  this  act  (usually  for  2-year 
periods)  to  do  so  well  in  advance  of  the  expiration  date  so  that  the 
operations  both  of  Government  agencies  and  of  farmers  can  continue 
without  disruption  in  the  knowledge  that  authority  would  exist  for 
the  operation  of  this  program. 

REASONS  FOR  EXTENSION  AT  THIS  TIME 

The  present  act  expires  on  June  30,  1961,  in  the  midst  of  the  most 
active  season  of  many  crops  dependent  upon  labor  provided  under 
the  program.  Its  extension  before  the  adjournment  of  this  Congress 
is  essential  for  numerous  reasons: 

Extension  of  the  act  now  will  permit  the  Department  of  Labor  to 
carry  out  its  usual  and  normal  budgetary  process  in  anticipation  ol 
operations  in  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1961.  It  will  also 
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FARM  LABOR  PROGRAM 


permit  the  Department  to  continue  without  interruption  or  fear  of 
job  termination  its  supervisory  and  administrative  personnel  working 
on  this  sprogram. 

It  will  permit  farmers  who  will  be  making  their  1961  production 
plans  late  this  year  to  go  ahead  with  those  plans  and  to  obtain  financ¬ 
ing,  where  necessary,  with  assurance  that  labor  to  harvest  their  crops 
will  be  available.  In  many  instances  adequate  financing  would  be 
impossible  to  obtain  without  this  assurance. 

It  will  permit  negotiation  well  in  advance  of  the  new  crop  year  of 
any  amendments  or  changes  in  the  agreement  with  Mexico  which 
may  appear  to  be  desirable.  _ 

Furthermore,  it  will  permit  consideration  in  the  next  Congress  in  an 
unhurried  manner  and  without  the  pressure  of  having  to  legislate 
against  the  deadline  of  an  expiring  act  any  changes  in  the  law  which 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  Labor  may 
propose.  At  hearings  held  on  this  subject  during  this  session  of 
Congress,  these  Departments  indicated  that  they  were  studying  this 
subject  and  intended  to  submit  to  Congress  certain  proposals  for/" 
amending  the  law,  but  that  they  were  not  in  a  position  to  make  these  V. 
proposals  at  this  session  of  Congress. 

Assurance  that  the  act  is  to  be  extended  for  another  2  years  will  be 
the  most  effective  deterrent  to  the  illegal  migration  of  Mexicans  into 
the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  agricultural  employ¬ 
ment.  The  record  is  clear  that  the  orderly  labor  program  carried  out 
under  the  authority  of  this  act  has  virtually  eliminated  the  wetback 
situation  with  all  of  its  accompairying  evils  and  problems. 

HEARINGS 

At  hearings  on  the  numerous  bills  on  this  subject  which  were  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  committee,  the  general  farm  organizations  and  numerous 
commodity  groups  of  farmers  were  unanimous  in  their  request  that 
the  act  be  extended. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown  f 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

[Public  Law  78,  82d  Cong.,  as  amended] 

AN  ACT  To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as 
follows: 

TITLE  V— AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

******* 

Sec.  509.  No  workers  will  be  made  available  under  this  title  for 
employment  after  [June  30,  1961.]  June  30,  1963. 
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H.  R.  12759 

[Report  No.  1954] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  21, 1960 

Mr.  Sisk  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

June  22, 1960 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  e7iacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  509  of  such  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 

4  striking  “June  30,  1961”  and  inserting  “June  30,  1963”. 
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CONTENTS 
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International  dam,,,. 1 1,3^ 
Land\rant  colleges. ..  ,A5 
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Legislative  program. A » .41 
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Military  construction.  •  ?  29 
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Natural  res^urcesV- . . . « .39 
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Public  works. .......... .3T 
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Research. . . . .16A,33 

Retirement ........  7 , 16A,41 

Ryukyu  Islands. ......... 24 

Saline  water. « . . . . . . .33,62 

Small  business. ........ .36 

Sugar. ...... o • .....3,20,63 

Surplus  grain. . .........  13 

Taxation. . . . 15 

Territories. . . . .61 

Trademarks. ...........*.30 

Transportation. .7,10,12,28 
Travel  costs. •••••».. ..a. 7 

Veterans’  loans. .... .41,48 

Water  resources. .....  11,34 

Wheat . 45 

Wilderness, . . ....17 

(ildlife, ........ ...13,16a 

Wool . . . 46 


?vecreation . .  •  .16A,22 

HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  i^oraraittee  cleared  bill  to  extend  M'&xican  farm  labor  program. 
House  passed  over  agricultural  attache  assignment  bill.  Sen\Douglas  criticized  Ad¬ 
ministration’s  depressed  areas  bill.  Several  Senators  urged  reduction  in  Cuban  sugar 
quotas.  Senate  passea  measure  to  accelerate  reforestation  prog 
tee  reported  bill  tar  increase  per  diem  travel  allowance.  House 
color  additives  in/rood. 

HOUSE  -  June  24 


s.  Senate  commit- 
ssed  bill  on  use  of 


1.  FARM  fABOR.  -  The -Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  n.  R. 

12759,  to  extend  the  Mex.can  farm  labor  program  for  2  years,  until  June  30,  1963 
(p.  13266).  The  report  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  states  that  a  2-year  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  program  "will  permit  consideration  in  the  next  Congress  in  an  un¬ 
hurried  manner  and  without  the  pressure  of  having  to  legislate  against  t  e  ea 
line  of  an  expiring  act  any  changes  in  the  law  which  the  Department  o  gr^cu 
ture  and  the  Department  of  Labor  may  propose.  At  hearings  held  on  t  is  suojec 
during  this  session  of  Congress,  these  Departments  indicated  that  t  ey  w^re 
studying  this  subject  and  intended  to  submit  to  Congress  certain  proposa  s  o 
amending  the  law,  but  that  they  were  not  in  a  position  to  make  these  proposa 

at  this  session  of  Congress," 


-  2  - 


2A  AGRICULTURAL  ATTACHES,*  PERSONNEL.  Passed  over  without  prejudice,  at  the  request 
\of  Rep.  Gross,  H.  R.  8074,  to  permit  the  assignment  of  agricultural  attacheyto 
positions  in  the  U.  S.  for  a  maximum  of  four  years  without  reduction  in  grads. 
p?S^3185  / 

3.  ACREAgK  ALLOTMENTS .  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12420,  to  provide  a/uniform 

law  for\the  remeasurement  of  farm  acreage  allotments  when  such  remeastirement  is 
requeste\by  a  farm  operator,  and  to  provide  uniform  conditions  under  which  the 
operator  pVys  for  such  remeasurement,  p.  13206  / 

•  <»  M 

4.  ANIMAL  IMPORTS^  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  10598,  to  amend  and  clarify  certain 

provisions  of  the  Criminal  Code  so  as  to  reduce  the  hazards  arising  from  the 
importation  of  injurious  wild  animals,  to  curtail  traffic  ivi  such  species,  and 
to  define  types  of\wild  animals  and  methods  of  transportation  to  which  the  code 
applies,  p,  13196  \  / 

5.  MARKETING;  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  1283,  to  regulate  the 

interstate  distribution  'hpd  sale  of  packages  of  hazardous  substances  intended  c 
suitable  for  household  use\  pp.  13198-202  / 


6.  PROPERTY.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1018,  to ydirect  the  Postmaster  General  and 

the  Administrator  of  GSA  to  transfer  certain  personal  property  to  State  and 
county  agencies  engaged  in  cooperative  agricultural  extension  work.  A  similar 
bill,  H.  R.  9600,  was  tabled.  (p\  13202)  /This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President.  \  / 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11499/  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin* 
istrative  Services  Act  so  as  to  authodRze  the  use  of  surplus  personal  property 
by  State  distribution  agencies,  p.  Pj2d£ 

7.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendme/t  S,  3485V  to  amend  section  7  of  the  Adminis¬ 

trative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  soyas  to  providk  for  the  payment  of  travel  and 
transportation  cost  for  person/  selected  for  appointment  to  positions  in  the 
U.  S.  for  which  the  Civil  Service  Commission  determines  there  is  a  manpower 
shortage.  A  similar  bill,  /.  R.  12273,  was  tabled.  (pp.  13202-3).  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  \ 


Passed  as  reported  H./R.  7810,  to  credit  periods  of  internment  during  World 
War  II  to  certain  Federal  employees  of  Japanese  ancestry  for  purposes  of  retire¬ 
ment  and  leave,  p.  122Qb 

The  Post  Of fice  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
12336,  to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  preserve  the  basic  com¬ 
pensation  of  employees  in  certain  downgrading  actions  (H.  Refct.  1979).  p.  13266 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H,  R.  543, 
to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of  1949  so  as  to  provide  a  formula  for  guarantee¬ 
ing  a  minimum  increase  in  salary  when  an  employee  is  promoted  from  one  grade  to 
another  (H/Rept,  1981),  p.  13266  \ 

Rep,  Hoffman  criticized  "Mr.  Doherty  who  represents  Federal  emploYees"  for 
reports/that  he  "threatens  to  bring  his  pressure  group  to  fill  the  gaVlery  and 
our  offices  in  Washington  to  intimidate  us  ...  to  override  a  veto  of  the  pay  bill 
shou/d  the  President  veto  it,"  pp.  13251-2  A. 

8,  SUg'AR.  The  ’  Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  committee  met  "on  proj^osod 
/Bugar  legislation  but  made  no  announcements."  p.  D611  \ 

7*  CONTRACTS,  Passed  with  amendment  S.  3487,  to  amend  the  Anti-Kickback  Act  so  as 

extend  it  to  all  negotiated  Government  contracts.  The  act  now  only  applies  to  \ 
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CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  12759 


June  24,  1960. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Trimble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  Res.  569] 


The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  569,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 


O 


taoos 


Mon.  f  ITJ  .  I,  -  .  )  LiJc 


b:  ififtf  !.»  !J»-»  •;  fQ  bua  J.  i  .9$  •  r  i  .1  .  I  Ti 


' 


■  I  ..  ,  i  r],V 


o 


.  ii-  >1  i  1  i  1  •  rroit 


♦ 


86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No,  256 

H.  RES.  569 

[Report  No.  1989] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  24, 1960 

Mr.  Trimble,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to 

5  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
G  and  for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 

7  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one 

8  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman 

9  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri- 

10  culture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 

11  minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 

12  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the 
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1  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 

2  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  he  considered  as 

3  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 

4  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  bill  to  extend  Mexican  farm  lab>r  program.  House  concurred 
in  Senate  amendment  to  biiiLL  to  extend  Defense  Production  wt,  House  Rules  Committee 
cleared  bill  to  amend  Fatir  Labor  Standards  Acte  Sen0  Yarbol^ough  urged  reduction  in 
Cuban  sugar  quota.  Senate  received  nomination  of  Carl  J. 

al  Counsel.  /  HOUSE 


Dhens  to  be  USDA  Gener- 


1,  FARM  LABOR.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  12759,  to  extend  the  Mexican  farm  labor  pro¬ 
gram  for  2  years,  until  June  30,  1963  <pp.  13740-50).  The  -Daily  Digest’’  states 

that  further  action  on  the  bill  was  deferred  until  Wed.,  June  29  (p.  D620) . _ 

R  jAne  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  provide  for  a  reduc«Um  in  the 
importation  of  Mexican  contract  labor  over  a  5-year  period,  calling  h^is  program 
a  "crui^i  exploitation  of  labor,"  p.  1375i 


nd  for 
to 


2,  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  12052,  to 
fears  the  Defense  Production  Act.  (p.  13699)  This  bill  will  now  be 

5  President. 

MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Disagreed  to  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  12231,  the 
military  construction  appropriation  bill  for  1961,  and  House  conferees  were 
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appointed  (p.  13704).  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 


4. 


SIGN  AFFAIRS.  Debated  H.  R.  11001,  to  provide  for  the  participation  of  tme 
U.\S.  in  the  International  Development  Association  (pp.  13710-12,  13712-38). 
Unddqr  a  unanimous -consent  agreement  the  vote  on  passage  of  the  bill 
ferred  until  Wed.,  June  29  (p.  13733).  Rejected,  by  a  vote  of  48  to  61,  an 
amendment  by  Rep.  Gross  to  make  depressed  areas  in  the  U.  S.  eligible  for  loans 
under  this  program  (p.  13730). 


5.  WEATHER.  Bofch  Houses  received  from  the  President  the  "First  Annual  Report  on 
Weather  Modification  (for  fiscal  year  1959)"  (H.  Doc.  438).  yp.  13595,  13712 


6.  PERSONNEL.  Regar\ftng  pay  increase  legislation  for  classified  employees.  Rep. 

Lesinski  stated  "the  pay  increases  to  classified  and  postal  employees  of  the 
Federal  Government  have  been  much  less  than  that  granted/to  military  personnel,1' 
and  "1  find  it  most  aifficult  to  understand  why  the  adjjrfnistration  is  now  op¬ 
posed  to  a  pay  increas\for  the  other  half  of  the  Federal  Government  personnel." 
pp.  13764-5  x  , 

7.  MINIMUM  WAGE.  The  Rules  ComtaLttee  reported  a  ruL/  for  the  consideration  of 
H,  R,  12677,  to  increase  theNflinimum  wage  to  $/25  and  to  extend  the  coverage 
under  the  Fair  Labor  StandardeVAct.  p.  13770 

Rep.  Roosevelt  inserted  a  section- by- section  analysis  of  the  minimum  wage 
bill  above,  pp.  13754-6 


$.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Rep.  Clark  stated  thah  he  was  "dismayed  at  the  length  of  time 

it  has  taken  to  get  action"  on  the  ororilbus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control 

bill,  and  "the  fact  that  it  now  faced  sNpossible  Presidential  veto*"  He  urged 

conferees  to  report  a  bill  which  w>ll  be  approved  by  the  President,  pp.  13761-2 


9.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular/Affairs  CororifcUitee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 
10418,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Coronado  National  Memorial  and  to  author¬ 
ize  the  repair  and  maintenance  of  an  access  road  thereto  (H.  Rept.  2022),  with 
amendment  H.  R.  11200,  to  authorize  the  Secret ar\  of  the  Interior  to  sell  re¬ 
served  mineral  interests  df  the  U.  S.  in  lands  located  in  the  State  of  Florida 
to  the  record  owners  of i/the  surface  (H.  Rept.  2024)\and,  with  amendment 
H.  R.  11957,  to  facilitate  the  selection  by  Alaska,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of 
July  7,  1958,  of  certain  public  lands  under  outstanding\mineral  lease  or  per¬ 
mit  (H.  Rept.  2017)/  p.  13770 


10.  HOUSING.  The  "D< 
H.  R.  12603,  t] 


Lly  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee 
omnibus  housing  bill.  p.  D629 


denied  a  rule  on 


SENATE 


11. 


"the 

;ar  quota 


SUGAR.  S^fi.  Yarborough  discussed  Cuban-American  relations,  and  urge^ 
administration  to  take  firm  steps  to  allocate  more  of  the  American  s_ 
to  the  American  farmer  and  to  establish  new  quotas  which  will  not  to  a\sub- 
stantial  degree  leave  supply  of  this  vital  commodity"  to  the  actions  of\he 
CuKan  Government,  pp.  13664-5 


12. 


jISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Agreed  to  a  motion  by  Sen. 
Stennis  to  insist  on  the  two  remaining  Senate  amendments  in  disagreement  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  12232.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  the  two  amendments  in 
disagreement,  p.  13678 
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v  thereof,  and  (2)  by  striking  out  “three”  in 
Vthe  first  sentence  and  inserting  “four”  in 
lteu  thereof. 

'6ec.  6.  The  Act  of  February  26,  1881,  en¬ 
titled  “An  Act  defining  the  verification  of 
returns  of  national  banks”  (12  U.S.C.  162) 
is  replied. 

Sec.  7V  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  takk  effect  on  January  1,  1961,  except 
,  that  the  Certified  statements  covering  the 
semiannual  \period  ending  December  31, 
1960,  and  the  lietermination  and  payment  of 
assessments  (f ok  the  semiannual  period  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1961k  required  to  be  certified  in 
such  statements,  shall  be  made  as  if  such 
amendments  were  not  in  eSect. 

Mr.  SPENCE  (interrupting  the  reading 
of  the  bill) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  Bill  be  considered 
as  read  and  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk Vill  re¬ 
port  the  committee  amendments^ 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  \ 

Committee  amendment:  Page  7,  line\(2, 
after  “trustees,”  insert  “with  the  declaration 
that  the  report  has  been  examined  by  themN 
and  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  be¬ 
lief  is  true  and  correct.” 

Committee  amendment:  Page  17,  line  19, 
insert  “with  the  declaration  that  the  report 
has  ben  examined  by  them  and  to  the  best 
of  their  knowledge  and  belief  is  true  and 
correct.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  VANIK  asked  and  v/as  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  join  my  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  the 
Honorable  Wright  Patman,  in  opposing 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act  of 
1960.  This  legislation  alleges  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  simpler  method  of  determin¬ 
ing  assessments  under  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Act.  With  this 
phase  of  the  legislation  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection.  However,  I  am  unalterably  o$>y 
posed  to  a  reduction  of  premium  pay¬ 
ments  and  a  consequent  reduction  oDche 
insurance  reserve  fund  which  would  re¬ 
sult  if  this  proposal  is  enacted  hfiro  law. 

Although  the  present  balance  in  the 
insurance  fund  approximatea/$2.1  bil¬ 
lion,  this  sum  is  only  one-twelfth  of  1 
percent  of  the  total  deposits. 

Under  the  circumstan/es  which  ex¬ 
isted  until  recent  yearaf  this  insurance 
reserve  would  have  bean  completely  ade¬ 
quate.  However,  since  1945,  while  the 
cash  and  reserves  of  this  Nation’s  banks 
have  only  increased  by  $9  billion,  their 
holdings  of  U.Sr  Government  securities 
have  declined /ny  over  $35  billions.  At 
the  same  time,  total  deposits  have  in¬ 
creased  by  $bO  billion. 

Thus,  smile  total  bank  liquidity  has 
been  reduced  by  the  $35  billion  sell-off 
in  Government  securities,  the  insurance 
liability  on  bank  deposits  for  all  banks 
haj/increased  to  the  sum  of  $80  billion. 

/Since  1945  total  deposits  in  all  banks 
yftave  increased  from  $166  billion  to  $250 
/  billion  and  during  this  period  the  li- 
/  quidity  ratio  of  all  banks  has  declined 
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from  83  percent  in  1945  to  45  percent  on 
September  30,  1959. 

The  decreasing  liquidity  of  our  bank¬ 
ing  system  promises  a  serious  crisis  un¬ 
less  this  trend  is  reversed. 

Since  the  banks  covered  and  insured 
by  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Act,  as 
well  as  the  institutions  insured  under 
the  Federal  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance 
Act,  adopted  a  course  of  shrinking  their 
holdings  of  Government  securities  by  $35 
billions  and  have  used  this  capital  for 
higher  interest  loans  of  all  types,  it 
seems  to  me  that  this  is  indeed  a  most 
inappropriate  time  for  any  of  these  in¬ 
stitutions  to  be  seeking  a  reduction  of 
their  insurance  premium.  Personally,  I 
cannot  assume  the  responsibility  for 
supporting  any  legislation  which  in  any 
way  tends  to  reduce  the  insurance  re¬ 
serve  fund  upon  which  the  depositors  of 
America  are  making  such  a  tremendous 
reliance. 

The  adoption  of  this  legislation  today 
is  an  action  which  contributes  to  irre¬ 
sponsibility  in  this  area.  Insofar  as  it/ 
reduces  the  insurance  reserve  funds,  i* 
is  absolutely  contrary  to  the  best  inter/ 
ests  of  the  American  people  who  must 
xely  on  banks  for  the  security  of/lheir 
deposits.  / 

Nam  vigorously  opposed  to^his  leg- 
islatren.  / 

Mr.  tBPENCE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strikeout  the  last  wordr 

Mr.  Cmirman,  I  was  a/Memher  of  the 
Congress  when  the  Federal  Deposit  In¬ 
surance  Corporation  vAs  created.  I  have 
always  taken  ride /n  my  vote  on  that 
occasion.  If  theirs  one  agency  to  which 
the  people  owe  gjmitude,  which  the  peo¬ 
ple  should  resnect\in  which  the  people 
have  confidence,  it  \s  the  Federal  De¬ 
posit  Insur/nce  Conspration.  It  was 
organized At  a  time  oi'Uie  greatest  de- 
pression  in  America.  \ 

Mr.  .PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  west  ion? 

Mr  SPENCE.  I  yield  for  \  question. 
mx-,  PATMAN.  It  is  a  fact  >Hiat  the 
r/ason  they  have  that  confidencKis  be¬ 
cause  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  is  behind  it,  is  it  not?  \ 

Mr.  SPENCE.  No,  not  entirely;  tlW 
have  confidence  in  it  because  of  the  serX 
ices  it  has  rendered.  That  is  what  makes' 
it  good. 

It  has  been  charged  that  the  FDIC  is 
indebted  to  the  Government  for  money 
which  the  Treasury  and  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  banks  invested  in  the  Corporation 
when  it  was  formed.  But  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  has  not  only  repaid  the  principal 
amount  invested,  but  also  interest  on 
that  amount  as  required  by  law. 

At  the  time  FDIC  was  organized  the- 
banks,  the  railroads,  and  the  insurance 
companies  were  collapsing  like  houses  of 
cards.  Then  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation  was  created,  and  from 
that  time  on  no  man  has  ever  lost  a  dol¬ 
lar  of  his  insured  account.  What  could 
be  a  finer  service  to  the  people  than  that? 

The  people  have  respect  for  FDIC  and 
confidence  in  it.  It  is  not  a  good  policy 
to  shake  that  confidence  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people.  It  has  encouraged  thrift 
and  saving  because  the  people  feel  their 
funds  are  safe  in  the  banks  when  they 
deposit  them,  and  those  funds  will  be 


returned  to  them  when  they  want  them. 
I  think  that  instead  of  criticizing/ the 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation 
we  ought  to  bless  those  who  had  the 
vision  and  the  foresight  to  create  that 
organization.  We  ought  to  Drank  them 
for  the  service  they  have  rendered.  It 
would  be  a  tragedy  to  do  .anything  that 
would  weaken  the  confidence  people 
have  in  FDIC.  / 

The  CHAIRMAN,  lender  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises.  / 

Accordingly,  the/Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Thompson/m  Texas,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  o/  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Comnmtee,  having  had  under  con¬ 
sideration*  the  bill  (H.R.  12465)  to  pro¬ 
vide  foi/a  simpler  method  of  determin¬ 
ing  assessments  under  the  Federal  De¬ 
posit  Insurance  Act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  573, 
he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House 
/with  sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
.Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
passed,  H.R.  12465,  and  the  bill  passed 
earlier,  H.R.  11001. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

\  There  was  no  objection. 


FARTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
\  SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate  by 
Mr.  McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  Nat  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment,  bills,  a  joint  reso¬ 
lution,  and  a\concurrent  resolution  of 
the  House  of  thb following  titles: 

H.R.  2584.  An  acwor  the  relief  of  Gourgen 
H.  Assaturian;  \ 

H.R.  2665.  An  act  fd*  the  relief  of  Briccio 
Garces  de  Castro;  \ 

H.R.  2671.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Antonia 
Martinez;  \ 

H.R.  2823.  An  act  for  theN^elief  of  Fumie 
Yoshioka;  \ 

H.R.  3122.  An  act  directing  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  issue  a  homestead  patent 
to  the  heirs  of  Frank  L.  Wilhelm;  \ 

H.R.  3291.  An  act  to  amend  title  l\  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  certain  nmdals; 

H.R.  3534.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ep^anio 
Trupiano;  \ 
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.  3789.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Preciolita 
V.  cVliss  (nee  Preciolita  Valera); 

H.R>3805.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Religiosa 
Luigia  TPrizzo,  Religiosa  Vlttorla  Garzoni, 
ReligiosaSMaria  Ramus,  Religiosa  Ines  Fer- 
rarlo,  and  ^teligiosa  Roberta  Ciccone; 

H.R.  3923.  TAn  act  to  provide  for  the  pres- 
enation  of  aNunedal  to  persons  who  have 
served  as  menNers  a  U.S.  expedition  to 
Antarctica; 

H.R.  4346.  An  ac^to  amend  the  Bankruptcy 
Act  to  limit  the  useNnf  false  financial  state¬ 
ments  as  a  bar  to  discharge; 

H.R.  4670.  An  act  fo\the  relief  of  Karnail 
Singh  Mahal; 

H.R.  5569.  An  act  to  am^nd  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  award  of  cer¬ 
tain  medals  within  2  years  after  a  determi¬ 
nation  by  the  Secretary  concerned  that  be¬ 
cause  of  loss  or  inadvertence  thfKreeommen- 
dation  was  not  processed; 

H.R.  7726.  An  act  to  amend  section  678  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act  (11  U.S.C.  1078)  lelating 
to  the  transmission  of  petitions,  notices,  or¬ 
ders,  and  other  papers  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  chapter  XIII  proceeding! 

H.R.  7932.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Willial 
E.  Dulin; 

H.R.  7965.  An  act  to  amend  section  612  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,’  to  authorize 
outpatient  treatment  incident  to  authorized 
hospital  care  for  certain  veterans; 

H  R.  8212.  An  act  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  procedure 
for  ordering  certain  members  of  the  reserve 
components  to  active  duty  and  the  require¬ 
ments  for  physical  examination  of  members 
of  the  reserve  components,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

H.R.  8253.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Pierre 
R.  DeBroux; 

H.R.  8740.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  leasing 
of  oil  and  gas  interests  in  certain  lands 
owned  by  the  United  States  in  the  State  of 
Texas; 

HR.  9142.  An  act  to  provide  for  payment 
for  lands  heretofore  conveyed  to  the  United 
States  as  a  basis  for  lieu  selections  from  the 
public  domain,  and  for  other  purposes; 

HR.  9201.  An  act  to  validate  certain  min¬ 
ing  claims  in  California; 

H.R.  9541.  An  act  to  amend  section  109(g) 
of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949; 

H.R.  9711.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert 
L.  Stoermer; 

HR.  9751.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Icile 
Helen  Hinman; 

H.R.  10021.  An  act  providing  a  uniform 
law  for  the  transfer  of  securities  to  and  by 
fiduciaries  in  the  District  of  Columbia; 

H.R.  10068.  An  act  to  amend  section  303 
of  the  Career  Compensation  Act  of  1949,  to 
authorize  travel  and  transportation  allow' 
ances,  and  transportation  of  dependents  a: 
of  baggage  and  household  effects  to  /he 
homes  of  their  selection  for  certain  nfem' 
bers  of  the  uniformed  services,  and  fop/other 
purposes; 

H.R.  11522.  An  act  to  amend  t/e  act  of 
August  26,  1935,  to  permit  certain/rcal  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  United  States  to  be /Conveyed  to 
States,  municipalities,  and  c/her  political 
subdivisions  for  highway  purposes; 

H.R.  11787.  An  act  to  authorize  a  continu¬ 
ation  of  flight  instruction*  for  members  of 
the  Reserve  Officers’  Twining  Corps  until 
August  1,  1964; 

H.R.  12265.  An  acy'  to  amend  title  10, 
United  States  Co d/,  to  authorize  certain 
persons  to  administer  oaths  and  to  perform 
notarial  acts  for/persons  serving  with,  em¬ 
ployed  by,  oyo  accompanying  the  Armed 
Forces  outsideAhe  United  States; 

H.R.  12346/ An  act  to  amend  section  14(b) 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act,  as  amended,  to 
extend  i/f  2  years  the  authority  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  banks  to  purchase  U.S.  obliga- 
tionsdu'ectly  from  the  Treasury; 

HRt  12570.  An  act  to  amend  section  303(c) 
of  /he  Career  Compensation  Act  of  1949  by 
posing  certain  limitations  on  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  household  effects; 


H.J.  Res.  627.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
appropriations  incident  to  U.S.  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  International  Bureau  for  the 
Protection  of  Industrial  Property;  and 
H.  Con.  Res.  691.  Concurrent  resolution  au¬ 
thorizing  the  disposal  of  certain  publications 
now  stored  in  the  folding  room  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  the  warehouse  of  the 
Senate. 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12381)  entitled  “An  act  to  increase  for  1 
year  period  the  public  debt  limit  set 
forth  in  section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty 
Bond  Act  and  to  extend  for  1  year  the 
existing  corporate  normal-tax  rate  and 
certain  excise-tax  rates.” 
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by  providing  additional  employment  in 
U.S.  commerce  and  industry. 

The  domestic  migratory  farm  labor 
stream  originates  in  the  area  from 
Florida  to  Texas,  moving  north  and 
west  in  the  summer  and  fall,  and  re¬ 
turning  home  in  the  winter.  They  are 
a  mobile  labor  force,  the  flow  and  direc¬ 
tion  of  which  is  influenced  by  wage  rates 
and  employment  opportunities.  In  1959 
Mexican  nationals  contracted  or  recon¬ 
tracted  under  Public  Law  78  worked  in 
24  States. 

The  present  act  expires  on  June  20, 
1961,  in  the  midst  of  the  most  active 
season  of  many  crops  dependent  upon 
labor  provided  under  the  program.  Its 
extension  before  the  adjournment  of 
this  Congress  is  essential  for  numerous 


Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  House  Resolution  569  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 


The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  biU,  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shaU  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


reasons. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  569. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  membership  is  well 
acquainted  with  the  provisions  of  the 
legislation  made  in  order  by  this  rule.  I 
feel  that  the  rule  should  be  adopted  for 
the  consideration  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  this  meas¬ 
ure. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Is  this 
the  migrant  labor  bill? 

Mr.  BUDGE.  This  is  the  migrant 
labor  bill;  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  back  the  balance 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
legislation  is  coming  to  us  in  the  closing 
days  of  this  session.  Its  purpose  is  to 
extend  the  Mexican  labor  program. 


(Mr.  TRIMBLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume, 
and  pending  that  I  yield  30  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge], 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  569 
provides  for  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
12759,  a  bill  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes.  The  resolution  provides 
for  an  open  rule  with  1  hour  of  general 
debate. 

H.R.  12759  would  extend  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor 
program  for  an  additional  2  years,  until 
June  30,  1963. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  that  the  benefits  of  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program  have  sub¬ 
stantially  outweighed  its  disadvantages. 
Among  other  things,  it  has  supplied 
farmers  with  workers  that  were  not 
available  from  the  labor  force  of  the 
United  States;  it  has  virtually  eliminated 
the  “wetbacks”  who  once  swarmed  across 
our  southern  border;  and  all  dollars 
earned  and  taken  home  by  Mexican 
workers  are  eventually  returned  to  the 
United  States  since  Mexico  is  now  one 
of  our  most  important  customers,  there¬ 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 


Mr.  CANFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
^the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
resent. 

SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  present. 

Mrs.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  \he  House. 

A  calPcf 


The 
lowing 
names: 


called  the  roll  and  the  toi¬ 
lers  failed  to  answer  to  their 


Alford 
Allen 
Anderson, 
Mont. 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Auchincloss 
Baker 
Barden 
Barry 
Blitch 
Bolton 
Brown,  Mo. 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Carnahan 
Celler 
Church 
Coffin 
Davis,  Ga. 
Diggs 
Dooley 
Dorn,  S.O. 
Durham 
Edmondson 
Forand 


oil  No.  160] 

Fo' 

Fraz! 

Gallai 
Gavin 
Hargis 
Healey 
Holifield 
Holt 
Jackson 
Johnson,  Md 
Kee 
Keogh 
Kilgore 
Kluczynski 
Lankford 
McMillan 
McSween 
Macdonald 
Machrowicz 
Martin 
Mason 
Metcalf 
Miller,  N.Y. 
Mitchell 
Morris,  Okla. 
Moulder 


Mumma 
Norrell 
Pilcher 
Powell 
Preston 
Rabaut 
Rivers,  S.C. 
Roberts 
chwengel 


i  ;ton 

Tayfl 
Teag 
Teller 
Thomps 
Udall 
Van  Pelt 
Vinson 
Whitten 
Willis 
Withrow 
Younger 
Zelenko 
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The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  355 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

V  By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro- 
codings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


WAte  AND  MEANS  COMMITTEE 
\  BILLS 

Mr.  McaORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker  the 
Committee  an  Ways  and  Means  has  re¬ 
ported  out  \manimously  seven  bills. 
The  gentlemaV  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Mills],  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  Vll  either  tomorrow  or 
some  day  this  week>ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  their  immemate  consideration. 
In  order  that  the  Members  of  the  House 
may  be  alerted  as  to  whak  those  bills  are, 
I  ask  unanimous  consen\  to  insert  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a\ist  of  these 
bills  and  the  subject  matters,  to  which 
they  relate.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  obj^tion  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemanXfrom 
Massachusetts?  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

The  matter  referred  to  follows:  \ 

H.R.  1925,  extending  to  fishermen  the  same' 
treatment  accorded  farmers  in  relation  to 
estimated  income  tax. 

H.R.  2397,  credit  against  estate  tax  for 
Federal  estate  taxes  paid  on  certain  prior 
transfers  in  the  case  of  decedents  dying  after 
December  31, 1947. 

H.R.  8576,  extending  to  residents  of  the 
United  States  who  are  crew  members  on 
vessels,  aircraft,  and  other  conveyances  ar¬ 
riving  in  the  United  States,  within  specified 
limits,  the  same  exemptions  from  duty  on 
personal  and  household  articles  as  are 
granted  passengers  arriving  on  such  convey¬ 
ances. 

H.R.  8732,  payment  of  annuities  to  widows 
and  certain  dependents  of  judges  of  the  Tax 
Court. 

H.R.  9240,  authorizing  informal  entries  of 
merchandise  where  the  aggregate  value  of 
the  shipment  does  not  exceed  $400. 

H.R.  11573,  free  importation  of  electron 
microscopes  for  educational  or  research 
purposes. 

H.R.  12559,  providing  a  special  method  of 
taxation  for  real  estate  investment  trusts. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty], 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  extension  of  Public  Law 
78.  I  opposed  the  original  bill  10  years 
ago  when  it  was  before  this  House.  At 
that  time  we  were  told  it  was  just  a 
temporary  war  measure,  that  it  would 
not  last  long,  but  it  has  been  extended 
year  after  year  for  the  past  10  years. 

In  the  first  year  of  operation  we  em¬ 
ployed  190,000  Mexicans  to  do  some  of 
this  work  that  could  have  been  done  by 
our  own  domestic  farm  workers.  The 
number  has  risen  from  190,000  up  to 
440,000  in  this  coming  fiscal  year.  We 
are  spending  now  at  the  rate  of  about 
$2.5  million  to  operate  this  Mexican 
labor  program.  We  were  told  at  one 
time  that  the  program  would  not  cost 
anything,  that  the  revolving  fund  would 
pay  all  expenses,  but  that  is  not  so. 
Other  sections  of  the  country,  especially 
the  East  and  the  Northeast,  that  have 


the  same  problems  as  exist  in  the  South¬ 
west  are  taking  care  of  their  farm  prob¬ 
lems  and  harvesting  their  own  crops  at 
no  expense  to  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country. 

One  of  the  main  reasons  I  am  opposed 
to  this  legislation  is  that  I  consider  it 
to  be  class  legislation.  Here  we  are 
trying  to  extend  the  program  for  2  years, 
at  a  cost  of  over  $2.5  million  to  run  it, 
and  it  affects  only  2  percent  of  the 
farmers  of  our  Nation  or  about  51,000 
out  of  the  entire  farm  population  in  our 
country. 

The  main  thing  to  me  is  that  75  per¬ 
cent  of  these  440,000  Mexicans  who  are 
going  to  do  this  labor  at  as  low  as  50 
cents  an  hour  will  be  used  in  2  States 
of  our  country.  That  does  not  seem  to 
be  fair  to  the  farmers  in  the  rest  of  the 
country. 

Another  reason  I  think  it  is  bad  legis¬ 
lation  is  that  it  is  going  to  drive  the 
family  farm  out  of  existence.  I  was 
brought  up  on  a  family  farm  in  Rhode 
Island  and  I  know  what  it  is  to  live  and 
work  on  a  family  farm. 

The  importation  program  has  resulted 
in  a  surplus  of  cheap  labor,  so  that  wages 
and  working  conditions  can  be  kept  at 
substandard  levels  oil  corporation  farms. 

Some  crops  use  Mexican  labor  for 
virtually  100  percent  of  the  work.  On 
the  average,  American  farmworkers  can 
now  expect  an  average  of  only  125  days 
of  employment  a  year.  Farm  wages 
run  as  low  as  40  cents  an  hour,  in  some 
places  35  cents  an  hour,  and  in  some 
areas  where  Mexicans  are  used  in  great 
numbers  wages  have  actually  declined 
in  recent  years.  In  some  of  the  States 
where  they  are  asking  for  the  most 
Mexican  farmworkers  they  pay  the 
cheapest  wages  of  any  State  in  the 
Union.  In  some  of  these  areas  the 
domestic  farmworker  is  going  as  far  as 
the  State  of  Minnesota  or  the  State  of 
Washington  or  the  State  of  Oregon  and 
getting  higher  wages  than  he  can  be 
paid  in  the  Southwestern  section  of  our 
country  because  of  this  cheap,  imported, 
50-cents-an-hour  Mexican  labor. 

The  imported  Mexican  farmworkers 
actually  have  certain  protections  which 
are  denied  American  farmworkers. 
Why  in  the  world  those  interested  in  the 
plight  of  the  farmers  of  our  country  are 
not  willing  to  provide  the  same  stand¬ 
ards  for  our  domestic  farmworkers  as 
we  are  providing  for  these  Mexican 
laborers  who  are  brought  in  to  do  this 
kind  of  work  is  more  than  I  know. 

The  mass  importation  of  Mexican 
farmworkers  helps  the  corporation 
farms  and  drives  the  family  farms  out 
of  existence.  The  family  farm  uses  lit¬ 
tle  or  no  hired  labor.  The  corporation 
farm  depends  on  hired  labor.  There¬ 
fore  the  lower  wages  are  driven,  the 
more  the  corporation  farms  are  able  to 
lower  costs.  The  family  farm  is  not  able 
to  compete.  The  corporation  farm 
therefore  gains  an  unfair  and  permanent 
advantage. 

This  problem  has  become  of  such  im¬ 
portance  and  such  a  scandal  in  this 
country  that  many  committees  have 
been  appointed  by  various  governmental 
agencies  to  look  into  it,  and  many  rec¬ 
ommendations  have  been  submitted.  I 


would  like  to  read  for  the  benefit  of  the 
committee  the  recommendations  that 
have  been  made  by  a  unanimous  vote  of 
a  consultants  report  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor. 

This  consultants’  report  was  made  by 
four  distinguished  citizens  who,  last 
year,  studied  the  operation  of  the  law  as 
consultants  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
They  were  Edward  J.  Thye,  former  U.S. 
Senator  from  Minnesota;  the  Very 
Reverend  Monsignor  George  C.  Higgins, 
director  of  the  social  action  department. 
National  Catholic  Welfare  Conference; 
Glenn  E.  Garrett,  chairman  of  the  Texas 
Council  on  Migrant  Labor,  and  Rufus  B. 
von  Kleinsmid,  chancellor  of  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Southern  California. 

They  came  to  the  unanimous  conclu¬ 
sion  that  the  law  had  failed  in  its  ob¬ 
jective  of  protecting  domestic  farm¬ 
workers  from  the  adverse  effects  of  the 
importation  of  workers.  They  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  law  be  temporarily  re¬ 
newed,  but  urged  a  series  of  changes  to 
provide  greater  protection  for  American 
farmworkers.  Their  particular  recom¬ 
mendations  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  law  should  clearly  confine  the  use 
of  Mexicans  to  necessary  crops  in  temporary 
labor  shortage  situations  and  to  unskilled 
nonmachine  jobs. 

2.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  to  establish  wage  rates  for  Mex¬ 
icans  at  prevailing  levels  in  the  area  or  in 
the  closest  similar  area  for  like  work,  and 
at  no  less  than  a  rate  necessary  to  avoid 
adverse  effect  on  domestic  wage  rates. 

3.  The  Secretary  should  be  authorized  to 
Insure  active  competition  among  employers 
for  the  available  supply  of  U.S.  workers  by 
being  empowered  to  refuse  to  certify  em¬ 
ployment  of  Mexicans  unless — 

(a)  Employers  have  first  made  ‘‘positive 
and  direct  recruitment  efforts”  to  obtain 
U.S.  workers. 

(b)  Employment  conditions  offered  are 
equal  to  those  provided  by  other  employers 
in  the  area  who  successfully  recruit  and 
retain  U.S.  workers. 

(c)  U.S.  workers  are  provided  benefits 
equivalent  to  those  given  Mexican  nationals. 

(d)  Employers  of  Mexicans  offer  and  pay 
U.S.  workers  wages  which  are  not  less  than 
those  paid  to  Mexicans. 

4.  The  Secretary  should  be  empowered  to 
set  up  standards  for  judging  adverse  effects 
resulting  from  employing  Mexicans  based  on 
wages,  earnings,  and  employment  trends  and 
levels. 

5.  A  tripartite  advisory  group  composed  of 
members  from  management,  labor,  and  the 
public  should  be  established  to  advise  the 
Secretary  on  the  Mexican  farm  labor  pro¬ 
gram. 

These  specific  recommendations  have 
been  made  unanimously  by  this  group  of 
outstanding  consultants.  If  the  House 
should  see  fit  to  adopt  these  recommen¬ 
dations  in  this  legislation  I  could  see  no 
reason  why  we  should  not  enact  this  bill 
extending  the  program  another  2  years. 

Mr.  MAHON.  It  is  fan  to  say  that  my 
good  friend  from  Rhode  Island  would  be 
willing  for  the  House  to  adopt  the  rule 
and  go  into  consideration  of  this  prob¬ 
lem  and  determine  what  should  be  done 
about  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  not  opposing 
the  rule. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  is  not 
opposing  the  rule?  I  appreciate  this 
and  I  earnestly  hope  the  bill  extending 
the  present  program  will  be  approved. 
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Actually  I  would  like  to  see  the  bill  im¬ 
proved  by  the  inclusion  of  the  language 
in  the  Gathings  bill. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  think  I  should  take 
time  now  to  explain  that  I  was  for  the 
McGovern  bill,  including  these  specific 
recommendations  of  the  consultants  in 
the  so-called  Sisk  bill.  I  am  not  up  here 
now  opposing  the  rule ;  I  am  just  up  here 
trying  to  explain  what  I  hope  to  do  if  we 
get  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Speaker,  legis¬ 
lation  concerning  Public  Law  78  involves 
great  moral  issues  and  important  prin¬ 
ciples  of  national  policy.  Essentially, 
the  Mexican  farm  labor  importation  pro¬ 
gram  concerns  the  following  questions: 

First.  Shall  the  Federal  Government 
jeopardize  the  standards  of  American 
workers  by  importing  large  numbers  of 
foreign  workers? 

Second.  Shall  the  Federal  Government 
sponsor  a  program  which  provides  the 
means  for  corporation  farms  to  compete 
unfairly  with  the  American  family  farm? 

Third.  Shall  the  Federal  Government 
sponsor  a  program  which  mocks  our  con¬ 
cern  for  human  values? 

I.  EFFECT  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  78  ON  AMERICAN 
FARMWORKERS 

America’s  2,300,000  farmworkers  are, 
undoubtedly,  the  most  underprivileged, 
the  most  poverty  stricken  and  the  most 
underemployed  group  of  workers  in  our 
Nation. 

They  earned  an  average  of  $761  in 

1958,  for  their  agricultural  labors.  They 
were  able  to  get  an  average  of  only  128 
days  of  farmwork  that  year.  A  sizable 
number  of  them  actually  worked  for  rates 
of  pay  as  low  as  30  and  35  cents  an  hour. 

But  not  only  are  their  wages  and  work¬ 
ing  conditions  shockingly  low,  farm¬ 
workers  are  also  specifically  exempted 
from  many  of  the  legislative  protections 
which  safeguard  other  citizens.  Domes¬ 
tic  farmworkers  are  excluded  from  pro¬ 
tection  of  Federal  laws  on  minimum 
wage  and  maximum  hours  of  work. 
Farmworkers  are  generally  denied  un¬ 
employment  insurance  benefits.  No  law 
protects  the  right  of  farmworkers  to  or¬ 
ganize  into  unions  and  bargain  with 
their  employers.  And  only  a  few  States 
require  compulsory  coverage  of  farm¬ 
workers  under  workmen’s  compensation. 

Public  Law  78  is  a  major  factor  in 
creating  the  extremely  low  income  and 
the  great  underemployment  of  American 
farmworkers.  It  not  only  helps  to  pre¬ 
vent  wages  and  working  conditions  from 
improving,  but  in  many  areas  it  actually 
makes  them  worse. 

(A)  COMPETITION  FOR  LIVELIHOOD 

Some  437,600  Mexican  farmworkers — - 
called  braceros — were  imported  into  the 
United  States  under  Public  Law  78  in 

1959,  even  though  serious  underemploy¬ 
ment  existed  among  domestic  farm¬ 
workers.  An  oversupply  of  labor  was 
created  and  a  sharp  competition  for  jobs 
ensued  resulting  in  a  downward  pressure 
on  wages  and  working  conditions. 

Two  percent  of  American  farms  have 
thus  been  insulated  against  the  laws  of 
supply  and  demand  when  wages  and 
working  conditions  are  concerned.  If 


workers  are  not  available  at  low  wages, 
the  corporation  farms  need  not  raise  the 
pay  to  get  workers.  A  ready  supply  of 
cheap  foreign  labor  is  available. 

In  some  crop  areas,  domestic  farm¬ 
workers  have  been  almost  completely 
squeezed  out  as  seasonal  labor  during 
peak  season.  Braceros  perform  virtually 
all  of  the  seasonal  farmwork.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  at  the  peak,  braceros  comprise  88 
percent  of  the  harvest  force  in  New 
Mexico  and  85  percent  in  California. 
They  made  up  90  to  95  percent  of  lettuce 
workers  in  Arizona  and  California,  90 
percent  of  the  cotton  harvest  hands  in 
New  Mexico  and  virtually  100  percent  of 
the  okra  harvest  workers  in  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Delta  of  Arkansas. 

The  experience  of  New  Mexico  is  sig¬ 
nificant.  In  this  State,  the  percentage  of 
braceros  in  the  farm  labor  force  has 
sharply  increased  and  farm  wages  have 
dropped  as  a  result.  In  1953,  the  bra¬ 
ceros  were  67  percent  of  the  total  sea¬ 
sonal  farm  labor  at  peak.  In  1959,  they 
were  88  percent.  Wage  rates  in  the  larg¬ 
est  seasonal  activity  in  the  State,  picking 
cotton,  dropped  from  $2.50  per  hundred¬ 
weight  in  the  1950-53  period  to  $2.25  per 
hundredweight  in  1959 — a  10  percent 
wage  cut. 

(B)  DECLINE  IN  WAGES 

The  Department  of  Labor  has  studied 
the  wage  trends  in  some  471  areas  of  the 
Nation,  where  braceros  are  employed. 
The  study  sought  changes  of  at  least  5 
cents  an  hour,  or  at  least  1  cent  in  piece¬ 
work  rates,  between  the  average  wages 
paid  in  1953  and  the  ones  paid  in  1959. 
The  study  shows  a  disturbing  picture  of 
the  effect  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor 
importation  program. 

In  nearly  7  out  of  every  10  cases  farm 
wages  in  these  bracero-using  areas  either 
declined  or  remained  the  same  in  the  6- 
year  period,  1953  to  1959,  when  pay  in 
other  industries  sharply  rose.  In  2  out  of 
every  10  cases,  wages  actually  dropped. 
In  only  3  out  of  every  10  cases  did  wages 
increase. 

Cotton,  the  major  crop  in  which  for¬ 
eign  workers  are  employed,  showed  a 
large  drop  in  wage  rates.  Actually,  one 
out  of  every  three  of  the  bracero-using 
cotton  areas  showed  a  decline  in  wages. 
Some  75  out  of  every  100  of  the  areas 
showed  either  a  decline  or  the  same 
wages  in  the  6-year  period. 

These  statistics  leave  little  doubt  of 
the  very  harmful  effect  that  Public  Law 
78  has  on  the  earnings  of  the  already  de¬ 
pressed  American  farmworkers. 

(C)  USE  ON  SKILLED  JOBS  AND  SURPLUSES 

But  there  are  further  factor’s  to 
consider: 

Public  Law  78  was  first  enacted  by 
Congress  to  provide  temporary  workers 
for  unskilled,  seasonal  work  on  necessary 
crops  where  labor  shortages  existed. 

However,  instead  of  working  on  only 
temporary  and  seasonal  jobs,  braceros 
are  increasingly  used  in  year-round  occu¬ 
pations.  Approximately  20,000  of  them 
are  known  as  specials  and  work  the  entire 
year  in  this  country.  This  represents 
20,000  jobs  which  should  be  filled  by  un¬ 
deremployed  American  workers. 

Instead  of  working  on  only  unskilled 
jobs,  tens  of  thousands  of  braceros  are 


employed  as  tractor  drivers,  vegetable 
packers,  truckdrivers,  irrigators,  and  in 
other  skilled  jobs.  As  a  result,  American 
farmworkers  are  denied  the  opportunity 
of  improving  their  economic  condition. 

<D)  consultants’  report 

For  9  months  in  1959,  four  distin¬ 
guished  Americans  studied  the  effect  of 
Public  Law  78  on  domestic  farmworkers, 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
These  men,  who  came  from  varied  back¬ 
grounds  and  held  varied  points  of  view, 
came  to  the  unanimous  conclusion  that 
Public  Law  78  had  failed  in  its  objective 
of  protecting  the  domestic  farmworker 
from  adverse  effects.  They  found  do¬ 
mestic  farmworkers  seriously  hurt  by  the 
mass  importation  of  braceros. 

These  consultants  to  the  Secretary 
suggested  changes  in  the  law  to  provide 
greater  protection  for  American  farm¬ 
workers.  They  made  these  changes  the 
prerequisite  for  any  continuation  of 
Public  Law  78.  We  will  have  more  to 
say  about  these  recommendations  in  part 
VI  of  the  minority  views. 

In  summary,  we  must  state  that  the 
depressing  effect  of  Public  Law  78  on 
domestic  farmworkers’  wages  and  work¬ 
ing  conditions  is  beyond  question.  The 
Mexican  farm  labor  importation  pro¬ 
gram  quite  simply  exploits  the  poverty 
among  Mexicans  to  increase  poverty 
among  farmworkers  in  the  United  States. 

II.  EFFECT  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  78  ON  FAMILY  FARM 

Public  Law  78  not  only  harms  the 
American  farmworker,  it  has  an  equally 
bad  effect  on  the  family  farmer.  It  pro¬ 
vides  corporation  farms  with  a  means 
of  competing  unfairly  with  the  family 
farm. 

The  great  strength  of  the  family  farm 
has  been  its  built-in  labor  supply.  The 
family  works  the  farm.  Little  or  no 
hired  labor  is  used.  In  fact,  more  than 
half  of  America’s  farms  use  no  hired 
labor  whatsoever.  Another  35  percent 
use  a  negligible  amount  of  hired  labor; 
they  spend  less  than  $500  a  year  for  la¬ 
bor.  The  close  personal  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  family  farmer  and  his  hired 
Aan  results  in  better  working  conditions 
than  prevail  in  a  corporate  relationship. 

On  the  other  hand,  only  5  percent  of 
America’s  farms  account  for  70  percent 
of  all  U.S.  farm  labor  costs.  Among  this 
5  percent,  in  the  main,  is  the  still  smaller 
group  which  uses  foreign  labor.  For  only 
2  percent  of  America’s  farms  employ  for¬ 
eign  workers.  They  are  mainly  concen¬ 
trated  in  five  States.  Fifty-one  thou¬ 
sand  farms,  total,  use  foreign  labor. 

These  statistics  make  quite  clear  that 
it  is  a  small  number  of  large  farm  op¬ 
erators  who  benefit  from  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  Mexican  farmworkers. 

(A)  UNFAIR  COMPETITION 

With  its  supply  of  cheap  foreign  labor, 
the  corporation  farm  is  able  to  depress 
wages  and  working  conditions.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  its  costs  are  kept  down.  The  family 
farmer  must  compete  against  these  low 
costs  which  are  based  on  exploitation. 

If  the  large-scale  farmer  in  one  section 
of  the  Nation  can  flood  the  market  with 
goods  produced  with  low-wage  foreign 
labor,  the  price  structure  for  all  farm¬ 
ers  is  forced  downward.  Thus,  the  re¬ 
turn  to  the  medium  and  small  farmer  for 
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his  labor — and  for  the  products  grown 
with  his  labor — is  depressed  in  direct 
proportion  to  the  increase  in  production 
which  comes  from  the  use  of  low-wage 
foreign  labor. 

The  production  of  vegetables  in  fertile 
border  areas  by  the  use  of  baceros  em¬ 
ployed  at  50  cents  an  hour  has  created 
impossible  competitive  problems  for 
farmers  in  other  areas  producing  similar 
vegetables  with  family  labor.  This  point 
was  made  quite  clear  by  William  L.  Batt, 
secretary  of  labor  and  industry  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  in  a  letter  to  the  Subcommittee 
on  Equipment,  Supplies,  and  Manpower. 
He  wrote: 

As  secretary  of  labor  and  Industry  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  I  am  equaly  concerned  with  the  dis¬ 
advantageous  position  of  our  State’s  farm 
employers  as  a  result  of  the  Mexican  pro¬ 
gram.  For  instance,  last  year,  Pennsylvania 
tomato  growers  paid  harvest  hands  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  77  cents  an  hour  while  their  grower- 
competitors  close  to  the  Mexican  border  in 
the  southwest  paid  harvest  hands  50  cents 
an  hour.  Obviously  this  situation  is  unfair 
to  Pennsylvania  State  farmers  since  both 
Pennsylvania  and  southwest  U.S.  farmers 
compete  in  the  same  markets. 

It  is  small  wonder  that  in  1959,  to¬ 
mato  production  in  bracero-dominated 
States  was  more  than  40  percent  above 
the  1949-55  average,  while  tomato  pro¬ 
duction  in  other  areas  was  declining. 

m.  EFFECT  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  78  ON  OUR  NATIONAL 
VALUES  AND  PRESTIGE 

Public  Law  78  is  a  blot  on  our  Nation’s 
conscience.  It  mocks  our  concern  for. 
human  values  and  our  free  enterprise 
system.  It  injures  our  moral  and  ideo¬ 
logical  standing  in  the  world. 

During  the  hearings  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Equipment,  Supplies,  and  Man¬ 
power  on  Public  Law  78,  many  witnesses, 
especially  clergymen,  expressed  shock 
and  shame  at  the  effect  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion. 

For  example,  Rev.  Shirley  E.  Greene, 
testifying  on  behalf  of  the  National 
Council  of  Churches  of  Christ  in  the 
United  States,  read  to  the  subcommittee 
a  resolution  adopted  by  the  national 
council’s  general  board.  The  resolution 
stated  that  “Public  Law  78,  providing  for 
the  importation  of  Mexican  nationals  for 
agricultural  labor  in  the  United  States, 
involves  human  and  ethical  issues  of 
grave  concern  to  the  conscience  of 
Christian  people.” 

The  Reverend  Greene  explained  to  the 
subcommittee: 

We  are  deeply  disturbed  by  the  dislocation 
of  families,  both  Mexican  and  domestic  Amer¬ 
ican,  which  Is  caused  by  this  massive  im¬ 
portation  of  close  to  half  a  million  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  annually  from  Mexico. 

We  are  also  convinced  that  this  program  is 
having  serious  and  lasting  effects  of  an  ad¬ 
verse  nature  on  the  American  agricultural 
labor  market,  thus  contributing  to  the  per¬ 
petuation  of  one  of  the  bleakest  and  most 
persistent  pockets  of  poverty  in  our  generally 
affluent  economy. 

The  free  enterprise  system  also  is 
mocked  by  Public  Law  78’s  Mexican  farm 
labor  importation  program.  Competi¬ 
tion  for  labor  has  become  meaningless 
for  the  corporation  farms  importing 
braceros.  An  unlimited  source  of  cheap 
foreign  labor  is  always  available.  The 
only  competition  which  remains  in  the 
labor  market  of  the  bracero-using  areas 


is  the  competition  between  individual 
workers  for  jobs  which  will  provide  a 
semblance  of  livelihood. 

This  contradiction  of  some  of  our  most 
cherished  boasts  to  the  world  naturally 
has  a  detrimental  effect  on  our  national 
prestige.  The  condition  of  America’s 
farmworkers  has  not  escaped  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Communists.  It  provides  fuel 
for  their  propaganda  machines.  For 
here  is  exploitation,  poverty,  and  injus¬ 
tice  of  the  very  worst  sort. 

IV.  REPLY  TO  PRO -PUBLIC  LAW  78  IN  ARGUMENTS 

Witnesses  in  the  hearings  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Equipment,  Supplies,  and 
Manpower  provided  a  series  of  argu¬ 
ments  for  Public  Law  78,  which  appear 
erroneous  when  analyzed.  In  fact,  these 
arguments  have  more  the  appearance  of 
alibis.  They  had  best  be  exploded. 

(A)  NO  LABOR  AVAILABLE 

Some  witnesses  have  explained  that 
the  braceros  are  essential.  Crops  would 
rot  in  the  field  if  they  were  not  employed. 
No  domestic  labor  is  available,  these  wit¬ 
nesses  charged.  This  argument  is  quite 
fanciful. 

No  foreign  contract  labor  was  im¬ 
ported  into  the  United  States  for  agri¬ 
cultural  work  before  1942.  Before  that 
time,  the  Nation  was  able  to  meet  its 
agricultural  labor  demands  without  for¬ 
eign  workers  and  without  crops  rotting. 

In  1942,  braceros  were  first  imported 
to  meet  temporary  wartime  labor  short¬ 
ages.  But  even  during  the  trying  World 
War  II  period,  when  manpower  was  far 
more  desperately  needed  than  today, 
only  one-sixth  of  the  Mexicans  imported 
today  were  required.  In  the  war  years, 
most  of  our  young  men  were  in  the 
Armed  Forces,  peak  farm  production  was 
needed  and  farm  labor  productivity  was 
far  below  its  current  levels.  Yet,  only 
75,000  braceros  were  required  to  meet 
the  wartime  emergency  conditions,  as 
compared  with  the  437,600  braceros  im¬ 
ported  by  corporate  agriculture  in  1959. 

The  nub  of  the  matter  is  that  Ameri¬ 
can  farmworkers  are  willing  to  work  and 
available  for  it.  But  sometimes  they  are 
not  available  at  the  wages  for  which  for¬ 
eign  laborers  will  work.  Were  these 
wages  increased,  and  the  working  con¬ 
ditions  improved,  there  would  be  no  or 
little  shortage  of  domestic  farm  labor. 
Workers  then  would  not  migrate  from 
their  homes  to  faraway  areas  to  seek 
work.  They  would  have  no  need  to  go 
away. 

This  is  not  theory.  It  is  proved  by  the 
experiences  of  many  States.  The  States 
of  Washington  and  Oregon  have  de¬ 
veloped  programs  under  which  American 
farmworkers  work  in  the  fields  at  com¬ 
paratively  good  wages.  Ohio’s  experi¬ 
ence  is  also  proof  of  this  point. 

James  J.  Byrne,  chief,  farm  placement 
division,  Ohio  Bureau  of  Unemployment 
Compensation,  and  Margaret  A.  Ma¬ 
honey,  director,  Ohio  Department  of  In¬ 
dustrial  Relations,  wrote  in  the  February 
1960  issue  of  Employment  Security  Re¬ 
view: 

For  the  past  2  years,  no  request  has  heen 
made  for  Mexican  nationals  to  work  in  Ohio. 
This  policy  emanates  from  local  employers. 
During  the  past  season,  employers  and  the 
employment  service  were  able  to  attract  some 
12,000  to  15,000  migrant  workers  to  Ohio. 


*  *  •  Ohio’s  humper  crop  this  past  season 
automatically  increased  labor  demands.  A 
better  informed  and  cooperative  employer 
group  met  the  emergency  calmly. 

The  annual  worker  plan  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor  adequately  provides 
domestic  farmworkers  for  many  areas  by 
scheduling  a  succession  of  jobs  for  the 
workers.  In  1959,  an  estimated  167,000 
migrants  harvested  the  crops  of  tens  of 
thousands  of  farm  employers  in  34  States 
through  the  annual  worker  plan. 

Finally,  the  serious  underemployment 
of  American  farmworkers  argues  against 
this  alibi  for  the  importation  of  braceros. 
The  number  of  domestic  workers  seeking 
some  farmwork  has  actually  been  in¬ 
creasing,  year  by  year,  since  the  end  of 
the  Korean  emergency.  The  average 
amount  of  work  each  obtains  has  dimin¬ 
ished.  When  farmworkers  can  get  an 
average  of  only  128  days  of  work  a  year 
in  agriculture,  as  occurred  in  1958,  then 
it  would  hardly  seem  to  indicate  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  domestic  workers  are 
not  available. 

(B)  STOOP  LABOR 

A  corollary  to  the  “no  domestic  labor 
available”  argument  is  the  one  that  the 
bracero  is  needed  to  perform  stoop  labor 
and  other  work  which  American  farm¬ 
workers  will  not  do. 

Before  this  argument  is  accepted,  cer¬ 
tain  questions  need  to  be  answered.  Are 
437,600  workers  needed  for  stoop  labor? 
What  about  the  tens  of  thousands  of 
braceros  who  work  at  skilled  jobs?  Are 
they  stoop  labor  or  do  they  perform  work 
which  Americans  refuse? 

(C)  UNRELIABILITY  OF  FARMWORKERS 

Another  part  of  the  “no  domestic  labor 
available”  argument  is  the  charge  that 
domestic  farmworkers  are  unreliable, 
that  they  leave  before  work  is  completed, 
that  they  cannot  be  trusted. 

Undoubtedly,  among  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers,  as  in  any  other  group, 
there  are  persons  who  are  not  reliable. 
But  experience  has  clearly  shown  that 
unreliability  is  not  characteristic  of 
farmworkers  in  the  United  States. 

Thousands  of  farmers  in  many  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country — the  overwhelming 
majority  of  farmers — harvest  their  crops 
each  year  exclusively  with  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers.  Under  the  annual 
worker  plan  operated  by  the  Department 
of  Labor,  farmers  year  after  year  obtain 
the  same  or  other  workers — providing 
them  transportation.  These  workers 
have,  with  a  relatively  few  exceptions, 
carried  out  their  commitments  and  their 
obligations. 

For  example,  in  1958,  the  Washington 
State  Employment  Service  recruited  4,000 
workers  in  Texas  for  200  employers.  A 
total  of  $110,000  was  advanced  these 
workers  by  the  employers  for  transpor¬ 
tation.  All  but  $250  of  this  large  sum 
was  repaid.  An  asparagus  grower  in 
Washington  annually  advances  between 
$15,000  and  $17,000  for  transportation 
and  his  annual  loss  is  less  than  $150. 

One  of  the  largest  employers  in  the 
State  reported  that  more  than  90  per¬ 
cent  of  his  workers  remained  for  the  full 
completion  of  the  harvest.  If  farm¬ 
workers  were  so  unreliable,  how  could  so 
many  farmers  cultivate  their  crops  by 
using  them  exclusively? 
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<D)  INABILITY  TO  PAY 

It  has  been  said  that  American 
farmers  cannot  afford  to  pay  better 
wages,  that  the  farm-price  situation  is 
such  that  agricultural  workers  cannot 
have  a  better  standard  of  living. 

At  the  very  start,  one  must  ask,  which 
farmers?  As  the  committee’s  hearings 
on  the  farm  income  legislation  has  dem¬ 
onstrated,  the  family  farm  is  in  serious 
economic  trouble.  Yet  the  large-scale 
farms — the  corporation  farms — have 
done  quite  well.  It  is  the  corporation 
farms  which  are  the  overwhelming  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor  im¬ 
portation  program. 

How  important  actually  are  labor 
costs  in  the  production  of  crops?  In 
1958,  the  total  farm  wage  bill  amounted 
to  $2.9  billion,  while  total  production  ex¬ 
penditures,  including  interest  and  rent, 
amounted  to  $25.2  billion.  Farm  labor 
costs,  therefore,  represented  only  11.5 
percent  of  total  farm  production  costs,  or 
less  than  one-eighth,  according  to  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  This 
means  that  farm  labor  wages  could  rise 
more  than  8  cents  an  hour  before  pro¬ 
duction  costs  are  raised  by  as  much  as 
1  cent  an  hour. 

Yet,  even  if  all  of  these  factors  did  not 
exist,  it  still  would  be  impossible  to  argue 
that  American  agriculture  must,  in  the 
attempt  to  meet  its  economic  problems, 
exploit  farmworkers.  The  problems  of 
agriculture  can  be  met  with  proper  legis¬ 
lation.  The  members,  offering  these 
minority  views,  have  worked  long  and 
hard  for  such  legislation.  But  we  must 
strongly  reject  the  idea  that  driving 
farmworkers  deeper  into  poverty  is  the 
solution,  or  even  an  aid,  in  solving  the 
farm  income  problem. 

<E)  CONSUMER  PRICES 

Some  Public  Law  78  supporters  con¬ 
tend  that  consumer  prices  will  increase 
unless  unlimited  numbers  of  braceros  are 
imported  and  farm  labor  wages  thereby 
prevented  from  increasing.  This  argu¬ 
ment  is  economically  fallacious,  but 
even  more  important,  it  assumes  that  the 
consumer  is  as  little  concerned  about  the 
moral  problems  presented  by  Public  Law 
78  as  the  witnesses  arguing  for  this  legis¬ 
lation. 

As  shown  above,  farm  labor  costs 
represent  only  one-eighth  of  total  farm 
production  costs.  It  represents  an  even 
smaller  fraction — one-twentieth — of  the 
consumer  price,  according  to  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture.  In  other 
words,  a  10-percent  increase  in  farm 
labor  wages  would  result,  on  the  average, 
of  only  one-half  of  1  percent  increase  in 
prices. 

Let  us  see  what  a  rise  in  farm  wages 
would  mean  to  consumer  prices  on  speci¬ 
fic  commodities: 

A  10-cents-an-hour  increase  in  return 
to  all  labor  devoted  to  cotton  produc¬ 
tion — hired  and  family  labor — would  in¬ 
crease  the  average  family’s  expense  for 
cotton  goods  about  50  cents  a  year. 

An  increase  of  10  cents  an  hour  for 
sugar  beet  workers  would  increase  sugar 
beet  costs  about  40  cents  a  ton.  That 
amount  is  too  small  to  affect  the  retail 
price  of  sugar. 

A  10-percent  increase  in  labor  costs 
in  the  production  of  processing  tomatoes 


in  California  would  result  in  an  increase 
of  less  than  2  cents  per  case  of  canned 
tomatoes. 

A  10 -cent  increase  in  the  farm  labor 
costs  on  lettuce  would  increase  its  cost 
by  less  than  one-tenth  of  a  cent  a  head. 

In  short,  the  consumer  might  have  to 
pay  a  penny  a  pound  more  for  farm 
goods  if  farmworkers’  wages  were  sub¬ 
stantially  raised.  We  are  certain  the 
consumer  is  perfectly  willing  to  pay  this 
very  small  extra  cost  to  end  labor  con¬ 
ditions  which  blot  the  conscience  of  our 
Nation. 

Consumer  witnesses  told  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Equipment,  Supplies,  and 
Manpower  exactly  that. 

(f)  EFFECT  ON  MEXICO 

Curing  and  ending  the  Mexican  farm 
labor  importation  program  will  seriously 
harm  the  economy  of  Mexico,  the  sup¬ 
porters  for  Public  Law  78  have  testified. 
While  it  is  true  that  the  money  brought 
home  by  the  braceros  is  of  help  to  the 
Mexican  economy,  one  can  hardly  argue 
that  this  is  a  justification  for  the  ex¬ 
ploitation  of  American  farmworkers  and 
the  creation  of  unfair  competition  to  the 
American  family  farm. 

One  can  hardly  expect  the  American 
farmworker  and  the  family  farmer  to 
shoulder  the  burden  of  providing  for¬ 
eign  aid  for  Mexico.  If  Mexico  is  to  be 
helped,  let  us  do  it  through  programs 
established  for  that  purpose — and  not 
by  injuring  a  large  segment  of  our  pop¬ 
ulation. 

There  is  an  alternative  to  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  Public  Law  78  in  its  present  form. 
It  is  a  moderate  proposal  which  corrects 
the  weaknesses  of  Public  Law  78. 

Basically  the  proposed  amendment 
changes  in  Public  Law  78  to  provide 
greater  protection  for  domestic  farm¬ 
workers  against  the  adverse  effects  of 
mass  importation  of  braceros. 

(A)  CONSULTANTS’  recommendations 

The  proposed  amendment  embraces 
the  recommendations  of  the  four  distin¬ 
guished  men  who  studied  Public  Law  78 
for  9  months  last  year  as  consultants  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor.  These  consult¬ 
ants  were: 

Edward  J.  Thye,  former  U.S.  Senator 
from  Minnesota,  who  had  served  on  the 
Agriculture  Committee  which  wrote  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78. 

Msgr.  George  G.  Higgins,  director  of 
the  social  action  department.  National 
Catholic  Welfare  Conference. 

Dr.  Rufus  B.  van  Kleinsmid,  chancel¬ 
lor  of  the  University  of  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Glenn  E.  Garrett,  chairman  of  the 
Texas  Council  on  Migrant  Labor. 

These  men,  representing  varied  back¬ 
grounds,  reached  the  following  unani¬ 
mous  opinion  after  their  study  of  Public 
Law  78: 

The  arguments  for  and  against  the  re¬ 
newal  of  Public  Law  78  are  not  entirely 
conclusive.  As  a  practical  judgment,  how¬ 
ever,  the  committee  has  concluded  that,  on 
balance,  the  case  in  favor  of  renewing  Public 
Law  78  on  a  temporary  basis  is  more  conclu¬ 
sive  than  the  arguments  against  its  renewal. 

However,  the  committee  doubts  whether  it 
is  possible  to  prevent  adverse  effect  on  our 
citizen  agricultural  work  force  by  such  use 
of  imported  workers  until  and  unless  the  law 
provides  the  necessary  enforcible  authority  to 


prevent  adverse  effect  *  *  *.  In  order  to 
provide  effective  tools  by  which  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  may  continue  to  authorize  the 
orderly  importation  of  Mexican  nationals 
only  where  necessary  and  justified,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  incorporated  in  this  part  of  the 
report  its  recommendations  for  changes  in 
Public  Law  78.  The  committee’s  support  of 
a  temporary  renewal  of  Public  Law  78  is  con¬ 
ditioned  on  its  being  substantially  amended 
so  as  to  prevent  adverse  effect,  insure  utili¬ 
zation  of  the  domestic  work  force,  and  limit 
the  use  of  Mexicans  to  unskilled  seasonal 
jobs. 

The  substantial  amendments  which 
the  committee  of  consultants  recom¬ 
mended  are: 

First.  The  law  should  clearly  confine 
the  use  of  Mexicans  to  necessary  crops 
in  temporary  labor  shortage  situations 
and  to  unskilled  nonmachine  jobs. 

Second.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  should 
be  authorized  to  establish  wage  rates  for 
Mexicans  at  prevailing  levels  in  the  area 
or  in  the  closest  similar  area  for  like 
work,  and  at  no  less  than  a  rate  neces¬ 
sary  to  avoid  adverse  effect  on  domestic 
wage  rates. 

Third.  The  Secretary  should  be  au¬ 
thorized  t  o  insure  active  competition 
among  employers  for  the  available  sup¬ 
ply  of  U.S.  workers  by  being  empowered 
to  refuse  to  certify  employment  of  Mexi¬ 
cans  unless:  (a)  Employers  have  first 
made  “positive  and  direct  recruitment 
efforts”  to  obtain  U.S.  workers;  (b)  em¬ 
ployment  conditions  offered  are  equal  to 
those  provided  by  other  employers  in 
the  area  who  successfully  recruit  and 
retain  U.S.  workers;  (c)  U.S.  workers  are 
provided  benefits  equivalent  to  those 
given  Mexican  nationals;  and  (d)  em¬ 
ployers  of  Mexicans  offer  and  pay  U.S. 
workers  wages  which  are  not  less  than 
those  paid  to  Mexicans. 

Fourth.  The  Secretary  should  be  em¬ 
powered  to  set  up  standards  for  judging 
adverse  effects  resulting  from  employing 
Mexicans  based  on  wages,  earnings,  and 
employment  trends  information. 

Fifth.  A  tripartite  advisory  group 
composed  of  members  from  management, 
labor,  and  the  public  should  be  estab¬ 
lished  to  advise  the  Secretary  on  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program. 

(B)  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  H.R.  11211 

Needless  to  say,  these  changes  would 
greatly  improve  the  protection  of  the 
American  farmworker  against  the  cheap 
labor  competition  of  unlimited  importa¬ 
tion  of  braceros.  And  they  would  re¬ 
duce  the  unfair  advantage  bracero-using 
corporation  farms  have  in  competition 
with  the  family  farm.  These  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  consultants  are  sec¬ 
tions  1,  2,  and  3  of  H.R.  11211,  legislation 
which  I  have  previously  introduced. 

Section  4  of  H.R.  11211  authorizes  the 
Secretary  to  issue  the  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  he  deems  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  title  V  or  Public  Law  78. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  June  24,  1960. 
Hon.  George  S.  McGovern, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  McGovern:  This  will 
reply  to  your  letter  requesting  my  views  with 
respect  to  H.R.  12759.  As  I  understand  it, 
this  recently  introduced  hill  is  designed  for 
one  purpose  only,  to  extend  the  operation  of 
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the  present  Mexican  program  for  2  years  from 
its  present  expiration  date  of  June  30, 1961. 

My  previously  expressed  opinions  in  this 
matter  have  not  changed.  There  is  ample 
evidence  before  the  Department,  Including 
the  conclusions  and  recommendations  of  in¬ 
dependent  consultants  who  have  studied  this 
problem  for  me,  that  the  Mexican  program 
legislation  needs  substantial  improvement  in 
order  to  avoid  adverse  effects  upon  our  own 
farmworkers.  My  view  remains  that  the  ex¬ 
isting  law  should  not  be  extended  until  such 
improvements  can  be  incorporated  in  it. 

Since  the  existing  law  does  not  expire  until 
June  30,  1961,  there  will  be  ample  time  for 
consideration  of  the  administration’s  recom¬ 
mendations  in  the  next  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Since  these  views  were  first  expressed 
by  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Labor 
before  the  House  Agriculture  Committee, 
nothing  has  developed  to  modify  my  views 
in  this  regard.  The  issues  involved  in  H.R. 
12759  are  highly  controversial  and  I  feel 
that  they  may  be  made  even  more  difficult 
of  solution  by  undue  haste  in  decision. 

Sincerely  yours, 

James  P.  Mitchell, 

Secretary  of  Labor. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  546,  the  preceding  resolution,  be 
laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to  amend  title 
V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  WOLF.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  A  quorum  is 
not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 


Alford 

[Roll  No.  161] 
Gallagher 

Passman 

Alger 

Gavin 

Patman 

Anderson, 

Hargis 

Pilcher 

Mont. 

Healey 

Pillion 

Arends 

Hechler 

Powell 

Auchincloss 

Holifield 

Preston 

Baker 

Holt 

Rabaut 

Barden 

Jackson 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Bass,  N.H. 

Kearns 

St.  George 

Baumhart 

Keogh 

Schwengel 

Blitch 

Kilgore 

Scott 

Bolton 

King,  Utah 

Siler 

Buckley 

Kluczynski 

Spence 

Burdick 

Lankford 

Staggers 

Burke,  Ky. 

McCulloch. 

Stratton 

Carnahan 

McDowell 

Taylor 

Celler 

McMillan 

Teller 

Coffin 

McSween 

Tollefson 

Davis,  Ga. 

Macdonald 

Udall 

Diggs 

Machrowicz 

Van  Pelt 

Dooley 

Martin 

Vinson 

Dorn,  S.C. 

Mason 

Williams 

Durham 

Metcalf 

Willis 

Edmondson 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Withrow 

Plynt 

MitcheU 

Younger 

Forand 

Morris,  Okla. 

Zelenko 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Mumma 

NorreU 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  348 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR  PROGRAM 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  12759,  with 
Mr.  Evins  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  author  of  the  bill,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk]. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per- 
misison  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
H.R.  12759,  which  is  before  us,  is  a  very 
simple  bill.  It  simply  strikes  out  the 
date  of  June  30,  1961,  in  the  existing 
law  and  inserts  the  date  of  June  30, 
1963. 

No  program  has  been  more  maligned 
or  mbre  misrepresented,  in  my  opinion, 
than  this  Mexican  labor  program  under 
Public  Law  78.  I  realize,  certainly,  that 
there  have  been  abuses,  because  I  live 
in  an  area  where  we  use  tens  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  these  people. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  my  good  friends 
and  colleagues  that  I  yield  to  no  man 
in  my  defense  of  the  working  people  of 
this  country,  whether  they  be  farm  la¬ 
borers  or  at  whatever  level  they  may  be 
working.  I  will  match  my  record  against 
that  of  any  Member  of  this  House.  But 
I  believe  I  know  whereof  I  speak  with 
reference  to  the  way  this  program  works 
in  the  State  of  California  and  in  the 
area  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  from 
which  I  come.  I  am  not  prepared  to 
speak  for  every  area  of  the  country. 

A  good  many  years  ago,  in  the  thirties, 
I  went  flat  broke  in  the  Southwestern 
part  of  our  country  and  I  went  to  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  fact 
that  the  hour  is  late,  but  if  my  colleagues 
will  bear  with  me  I  hope  we  can  soon 
dispose  of  this  bill. 

I  took  a  job  back  in  the  1930’s  climb¬ 
ing  a  ladder,  picking  fruit  for  25  cents 
an  hour.  I  have  picked  cotton,  I  have 
cut  grapes,  I  have  done  about  every  agri¬ 
cultural  job  that  exists  in  the  central 
part  of  my  State.  I  feel  I  know  and 
understand  a  little  bit  about  some  of  the 
problems  that  exist  there.  The  situa¬ 
tion  has  arisen  in  recent  years  where  it 
is  simply  impossible  for  our  farmers  to 
harvest  their  crops,  for  us  to  get  the 
fruits,  the  vegetables,  and  the  produce 
to  market  without  a  supplemental  labor 
supply. 

Some  of  my  colleagues  who  discussed 
this  program,  I  feel,  do  not  have  any  un¬ 
derstanding  of  what  your  consumers 
may  be  up  against.  For  example,  if  we 
did  not  have  a  labor  supply  to  harvest 
our  tomatoes,  and  our  asparagus,  and 


the  broccoli,  and  the  grapes,  and  the 
nuts,  and  the  fruits,  they  are  not  going 
to  reach  the  markets  in  your  areas,  and 
those  that  do  are  going  to  be  substan¬ 
tially  higher  in  cost  than  what  they  are 
today,  I  can  assure  you. 

I  do  not  mean  by  that  that  the  labor 
that  is  being  used  is  cheap  labor,  by  any 
means;  the  fact  is  that  unless  we  have 
labor  of  some  kind  to  do  the  job  the 
harvests  are  simply  not  going  to  be 
brought  in  and  the  produce  is  simply 
not  going  to  be  available.  Those  of  you 
who  are  familiar  with  existing  law,  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78,  know  what  the  provisions  of 
that  law  are  with  reference  to  the  fact 
that  when  Mexican  nationals  are  brought 
into  this  country  under  contract  they 
have  to  be  certified,  prevailing  wage 
scales  must  be  met,  very  high  standards 
of  living  conditions  and  housing  must  be 
met.  The  cost  of  their  transportation 
to  and  from  their  point  of  entry  to  the 
farm  on  which  they  work  must  be  paid. 
They  must  be  covered  by  insurance,  hos¬ 
pitalization,  and  so  on.  So  that  actually 
it  becomes  a  very  expensive  and  very 
costly  type  of  labor.  Thus  the  majority 
of  farms  want  to  use  domestic  labor 
wherever  it  is  available. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  Certainly,  I  yield  to  my 
good  friend  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Are  the  members  of 
the  Committee  here  to  understand  that 
the  prevailing  wage  in  the  major  part 
of  California  that  uses  this  type  of  la¬ 
bor  is  only  50  cents  an  hour? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  realize  that  there  is 
very  little  time  tonight,  and  I  do  not 
want  to  delay  adjournment  for  I  am  sure 
the  Members  want  to  get  away. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  hardly  an  an¬ 
swer  to  my  question. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  am  going  to  answer  the 
gentleman’s  question.  I  may  say  that  in 
my  district  agricultural  wages  run  to  $1 
and  $1.10  an  hour.  There  is  no  person 
working  on  a  farm  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  50  cents  an  hour.  Every  per¬ 
son  working  on  any  kind  of  farmwork  in 
California  is  getting  about  50  cents  an 
hour. 

I  have  the  greatest  admiration  and 
friendship  for  my  good  friend  from 
Rhode  Island  who  spoke  a  little  while 
ago,  but,  very  frankly,  the  things  he  was 
saying  just  do  not  hold  water  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  this  Mexican  labor  program  in 
California.  Let  me  say  in  all  fairness  to 
my  good  friend  from  Rhode  Island  that 
there  may  be  someplace  where  it  does 
hold  true,  but  if  it  does  hold  true  then 
they  are  in  violation  of  Public  Law  78 
and  I  challenge  anyone  to  bring  that  to 
the  attention  of  the  Secretary  of  La¬ 
bor,  for  I  can  assure  him  that  the  situ¬ 
ation  will  be  corrected. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Are  you  advis¬ 
ing  us  now,  that  Mexican  labor  is  not 
working  in  wheat,  cotton,  or  some  of  the 
surplus  products? 

Mr.  SISK.  The  great  majority  of 
Mexican  labor  in  my  own  area  works  at 
picking  peaches,  apricots,  plums,  nec¬ 
tarines,  grapes,  walnuts,  almonds,  and  in 
harvesting  melons,  vegetables  of  all 
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kinds.  Some  of  them  I  have  already 
enumerated.  There  are  some  in  the 
western  part  of  my  district  that  do  work 
in  the  cottonfields,  but  the  major  por¬ 
tion  of  the  labor  is  used  in  fruits  and 
vegetables. 

Again  referring  to  the  statement  of 
my  good  friend  from  Rhode  Island  with 
reference  to  employers,  the  so-called 
small  family-sized  farm,  the  one  pro¬ 
ducing  fruits  and  vegetables,  is  the  one 
that  needs  this  type  of  people  most,  for 
they  simply  cannot  harvest  their  crops 
of  fruits  and  vegetables  on  these  small¬ 
sized  farms  without  a  large  amount  of 
labor  at  certain  times,  which  in  most 
areas  is  of  short  duration.  That  is  why 
this  program  has  worked  very  well. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Do  you  say  that 
in  the  main  most  of  the  labor  is  of  a 
seasonal  type,  used  for  about  2  or  3 
weeks  at  a  time  ? 

Mr.  SISK.  The  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  Mexican  labor  in  my  area  of 
California,  and  I  am  speaking  only  of 
the  area  about  which  I  know,  are  strictly 
seasonal  hands  employed  for  periods  of 
short  duration. 

(Mr.  SISK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Teague], 

(Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  first  I  should  like  to  commend 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Sisk]  for  his  very  fine  statement.  Cer¬ 
tainly  there  is  no  program,  there  is  no 
piece  of  legislation  with  which  we  deal, 
that  is  more  misunderstood  than  in  this 
farm  labor  program.  You  Members  on 
that  side  of  the  aisle  certainly  know  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk] 
would  not  be  here  asking  you  to  vote  for 
any  program  or  any  piece  of  legislation 
that  is  designed  to  grind  under  the  work¬ 
ingman  of  this  country. 

I  would  like  to  have  the  attention  of 
the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Sisk],  if  I  may.  When  he  testified  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  I  asked  him  some 
questions.  I  would  like  to  read  those, 
and  also  his  answers,  because  they  have 
to  do  with  this  very  subject  of  the  allega¬ 
tion  which  is  made  that  this  program  is 
only  good  for  the  big  farmers,  and  it  is 
not  helpful  to  the  small  farmers. 

I  asked  Mr.  Sisk: 

I  consider  you  to  be  an  extremely  consci¬ 
entious  and  sincere  Member  of  Congress. 
You  would  be  generally  on  what  one  would 
term  to  be  tbe  liberal  side.  I  know  you 
mean  what  you  say;  you  are  sincere  in  your 
convictions. 

Mr.  Sisk.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  There  has  been 
a  lot  of  talk  that  this  Mexican  bracero  pro¬ 
gram  only  inures  to  the  benefit  of  corporate 
farmers,  big  farmers.  In  the  San  Jaoquin 
Valley,  which  you  represent,  that  is,  a  large 
portion  of  it,  In  which  it  has  been  said  there 
are  big  corporate  farmers,  are  there  any 
small  farmers  in  the  valley? 


Mr.  Sisk.  Mr.  Teague,  I  appreciate  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  comment  on  this.  I  would  like 
to  make  two  comments,  if  I  may. 

In  the  first  place,  yes,  we  have  literally 
thousands  upon  thousands  of  small  farmers 
in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  I  suppose  my 
district,  which  has  in  it  the  county  of  Fresno, 
which  has  for  some  years  been  the  richest 
agricultural  county  in  production  in  the 
United  States,  has  a  larger  share  of  small 
farmers  than  almost  any  area  in  the  West. 
The  average  size  of  the  farm  in  that  area,  I 
believe,  from  latest  statistics,  is  60  acres.  We 
have  literally  thousands  of  farmers  yet  who 
are  operating  on  40  acres. 

I  am  referring  to  a  vineyard.  I  am  sure 
that  my  colleague  from  California  under¬ 
stands  that  this  is  a  highly  productive  type 
of  acreage.  We  have  many  40-acre  vineyards. 
We  still  have  many  20-acre  vineyards. 

The  idea  that  all  of  the  farmers  are  big 
corporate  farmers  is  absolutely  in  error. 
They  are  a  very  small  minority  of  the.  farms. 

The  other  point  that  I  would  like  to  make, 
Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  will  give  me  the  time, 
is  a  denial  of  a  firm  supply  of  these  Mexican 
nationals  would  hurt  the  small  farmer 
quicker  and  hurt  him  worse  than  it  would 
the  big  farmer,  because  the  big  corporate 
farms,  where  they  have  the  development  for 
housing,  and  so  forth,  are  in  a  much  better 
position,  if  necessary,  to  go  out  and  recruit 
domestic  labor  and  bring  them  in,  even  if  it 
is  over  long  distances,  and  house  them  and 
keep  them;  whereas  the  small  farmer — I  am 
thinking  now  of  my  raisin  producers,  and 
we  have  literally  thousands  of  them — are  al¬ 
most  wholly  dependent  on  getting  their 
grapes  cut  and  spread  on  trays  on  a  supply 
of  Mexican  nationals  or  a  similar  type  of 
labor. 

May  I  ask  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Sisk]  if  he  is  still  of  that 
opinion? 

Mr.  SISK.  Yes.  Of  course,  that  was 
the  reason  for  some  of  the  statements  I 
made  here.  We  are  completely  depend¬ 
ent  on  this  labor  or  the  produce  will  rot 
in  the  field. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Is  it  not 
also  true  that  large  fanners  can  mech¬ 
anize?  They  have  the  money,  the  cap¬ 
ital,  to  buy  cottonpickers  and  other  me¬ 
chanical  equipment  which  small  farmers 
in  most  cases  have  not. 

Mr.  SISK.  That  is  a  completely  fair 
statement. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Can  the  gentle¬ 
man  advise  this  body  what  is  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  for  the  domestic  employee 
who  is  not  a  migrant  Mexican  wetback? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  We  do 
not  have  any  Mexican  wetbacks.  These 
are  Mexican  nationals,  they  are  under 
contract.  They  are  not  wetbacks  at  all. 
In  that  connection  I  would  like  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the 
fact  that  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Fogarty]  indicated  that  the 
number  of  Mexican  nationals  has  gone 
up  from  190,000  to  500,000;  however, 
during  that  same  time  the  number  of 
illegal  Mexican  farmworkers  here  in 
this  country  illegally  has  gone  down  from 
1  million  to  30,000. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Will  you  answer 
my  question? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  just 
wanted  to  make  that  point  clear.  The 


wage  scale  of  our  farm  labor,  and  this  is 
true  everywhere,  is  the  same  for  domes¬ 
tic  and  imported  farmworkers  except 
that  the  farmer  has  to  pay  the  cost  of 
transportation  and  other  fringe  bene¬ 
fits  for  some  of  these  Mexican  laborers. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  In  terms  of  dol¬ 
lars,  does  the  domestic  worker  get  $1  an 
hour  or  35  cents  or  50  cents? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  The  av¬ 
erage  is  $1.19  an  hour.  Nationwide,  it 
is  about  80  cents  an  hour. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  How  much  do 
these  Mexican  nationals  receive  under 
their  contract — about  35  to  50  cents  an 
hour?  ' 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  What  do  they 
receive? 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  The  fig¬ 
ure  I  gave  the  gentleman,  less  the  cost 
of  housing  and  boarding. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr. Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
program  was  inaugurated  back  in  World 
War  II,  in  1942,  I  think.  I  came  to  the 
Congress  in  1945.  I  have  opposed  the 
renewal  of  this  program  every  time  it 
has  come  up,  and  I  oppose  it  for  reasons 
different  from  what  many  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  oppose  it.  I  oppose  it 
because  it  exempts  this  type  of  labor 
from  the  payment  of  income  tax,  from 
payments  into  the  old  age  insurance 
program.  There  is  no  binding  author¬ 
ity  or  enforcement  provision  to  compel 
the  man  who  hires  this  labor,  and 
brings  it  into  the  country,  to  take  care 
of  it.  They  sometimes  leave  the  farm 
where  they  are  assigned  to  when  they 
come  in  under  contract  and  become  wet¬ 
backs;  just  chasing  around  all  over  the 
country.  I  am  opposed  to  it  because  it 
creates  discrimination  against  farm 
labor  in  other  sections  of  the  country. 
There  are  only  about  three  or  four  States 
in  the  southwestern  part  of  the  United 
States  that  use  it.  Let  me  remind  you, 
there  are  a  lot  of  farm  products  pro¬ 
duced  in  States  like  New  Jersey  and 
Pennsylvania.  I  was  conducting  hear¬ 
ings  a  few  weeks  ago  on  the  farm  immi¬ 
grant  labor  children’s  bill,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Labor  of  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  testified  that  the  50-cent 
prevailing  rate  under  this  contract  for 
Mexican  labor  was  35  percent  below  the 
wage  which  they  paid  in  New  Jersey  and 
Pennsylvania.  Take  the  Jamaicans,  the 
Barbados  Islanders,  and  the  Puerto 
Ricans.  Their  governments  would  not 
let  them  work  for  less  than  75  to  85 
cents  an  hour.  The  tomato  grower  in 
southern  California  can  produce  to¬ 
matoes,  squeeze  the  juice  out  of  them, 
and  ship  that  juice  to  the  Campbell  soup 
plant  in  New  Jersey  cheaper  than  the 
man  can  produce  it  on  the  farm  near  the 
plant. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  cannot  justify  this 
kind  of  a  program  in  this  Nation  where 
there  are  4.5  million  people  out  of  em¬ 
ployment.  It  is  just  not  conceivable 
that  this  Congress  would  impose  this 
kind  of  a  situation  on  the  American 
farm  labor  people.  There  is  plenty  of 
it  to  handle  these  jobs  without  import¬ 
ing  Mexicans. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington  [Mrs.  May]. 

(Mrs.  MAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  would  like  to  take  part 
of  my  time  to  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Sisk],  or  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Gathings],  with 
reference  to  a  statement  just  made  con¬ 
cerning  the  labor  force  that  is  available 
which  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  just  referred  to.  Is  it  not 
your  recollection  that  in  committee  we 
had  substantial  testimony  that  because 
of  this  unemployed  labor  force  it  did  not 
necessarily  mean  that  this  labor  was 
available  for  the  type  of  work  we  are 
talking  about? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentlewoman  will  yield,  that  is  abso¬ 
lutely  right.  Witness  after  witness  tes¬ 
tified  before  our  committee  that  they 
1  could  not  get  this  kind  of  labor  to  work 
’  on  the  vegetable  and  fruit  farms;  you 
could  not  get  them  to  do  this  stoop  labor, 
although  they  paid  good  wages;  you 
could  not  get  them  on  the  farm  to  do 
that  work  that  was  highly  necessary  to 
be  done  just  for  a  certain  period  of  the 
year. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  fact  is  that  the 
law  requires  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
make  an  affirmative  finding  to  the  effect 
that  local  labor  is  not  available.  This 
act  only  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  certify  these  Mexicans  as 
eligible  to  work  only  when  domestic 
labor  is  not  available. 

Mrs.  MAY.  That  is  my  recollection  of 
a  very  substantial  part  of  the  testimony. 
Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
l  gentlewoman  yield? 

[l  Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  gentlewoman  will 
recall  the  testimony  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  in  which  it  was  proven  that  these 
general  statistics  of  U.S.  unemployment 
were  absolutely  phony  as  applied  to  par¬ 
ticular  situations;  is  that  not  right? 

Mrs.  MAY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DIXON.  One  illustration.  The 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  comes 
from  a  coal  mining  area.  One-sixteenth 
of  the  district  that  I  represent  is  under¬ 
laden  with  coal.  Three-fourths  of  our 
lead  and  zinc  mines  have  been  closed 
down.  We  asked  the  chief  of  our  un¬ 
employment  security  agency — I  call  it 
unemployment,  which  I  should  not — 
employment  security  agency  to  defer 
bringing  in  Mexican  nationals  so  that 
we  could  get  jobs  for  the  coal  miners  and 
for  our  lead  and  zinc  mines.  He  acceded 
to  our  request.  We  had  demanded  it  so 
that  our  unemployed  miners  could  get 
work.  And,  they  were  close  to  the  sugar 
beet  fields.  How  many  do  you  think  we 
got?  Not  one.  We  had  every  farmer 
in  the  sugar  beet  area  on  our  necks 
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within  2  weeks,  because  they  did  not 
have  a  man  to  do  the  job. 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  might  say  also  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  that  in  the  part  of  the  country  I 
come  from  we  wish  we  had  some  of  his 
unemployed  people;  we  would  welcome 
them.  There  are  times  when  we  des¬ 
perately  need  them.  That  may  be  an 
impractical  suggestion  geographically, 
but  I  assure  the  gentleman  this  does  not 
mean  that  I  have  any  lack  of  sympathy 
or  understanding  for  their  problem. 
But  we  need  this  kind  of  people  desper¬ 
ately  in  the  State  of  Washington  for 
picking  and  thinning. 

Air.  BAILEY.  Air.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Airs.  MAY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  I  send  the  gentle¬ 
woman  some  West  Virginians  out  there, 
would  she  exempt  them  from  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  income  and  social  security 
taxes? 

Airs.  MAY.  I  am  afraid  that  I  do  not 
have  that  much  control  over  the  present 
Federal  and  State  regulations. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Nobody  has  ever  an¬ 
swered,  in  the  years  that  I  have  been 
demanding  to  know,  why  there  is  that 
provision  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  AIAY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  how 
much  income  tax  these  unemployed 
miners  have  to  pay. 

Mr.  PQAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  think  the  answer  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia  is 
very  simple.  We  have  an  exemption 
under  the  income  tax  law  of  $600.  It 
would  cost  us  more  money  to  collect  the 
income  tax  from  these  people  than  we 
would  ever  collect  from  them  and  con¬ 
sequently  that  would  not  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  MAY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  American  employees  of 
the  United  Nations  are  exempt  from 
Federal  income  taxes  and  they  are  not 
exactly  stoop  labor — or  maybe  they  are. 

Mrs.  MAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  has 
been  indicated  by  previous  speakers,  each 
of  us,  naturally,  can  speak  only  for  our 
own  district. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  have  been  many 
references  today  on  the  effect  that  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78  has  on  small-  and  medium¬ 
sized  farms  and  the  farmers  of  our  Na¬ 
tion.  The  area  that  I  have  the  privilege 
to  represent  is  an  area  which  is  almost 
wholly  made  up  of  small-  and  medium¬ 
sized  operations.  Therefore,  I  feel  that 
I  can  logically  and  justifiably  meet  the 
arguments  of  unfair  competition  to  and 
repression  of  the  small  farm  operator 
concerning  domestic  and  imported  work¬ 
ers. 

Termination  of  the  present  law  would 
create  a  serious  situation  in  the  State  of 
Washington  and  in  all  of  the  States  de¬ 
pendent  upon  a  supply  of  migrant  labor, 
whether  domestic  or  imported.  Of  pri¬ 


mary  concern  to  me  is  the  fact  that  at 
the  present  time  there  is  not  a  sufficient 
supply  of  domestic  agricultural  labor 
available  at  peak  periods  of  need,  and 
this  domestic  agricultural  labor  force 
is  presently  declining. 

Public  Law  78  is  legislation  which  al¬ 
lows  a  supplemental  labor  force.  It 
does  not  replace  domestic  labor,  as  has 
been  charged. 

Our  farmers  are  dependent  upon  the 
migratory  worker,  because  there  is  sim¬ 
ply  not  enough  local  labor  to  do  the 
necessary  seasonal  work  on  the  farms. 
This  is  the  difficult  problem  about  agri¬ 
cultural  labor.  It  is  highly  seasonal, 
with  frequent  peaks  of  employment. 
When  one  considers  that  the  demand  for 
labor  is  for  a  few  short  months  and  at 
the  same  time  in  many  different  States, 
it  becomes  apparent  that  it  is  impossible 
for  the  same  work  force  to  be  in  two 
places  at  the  same  time.  A  worker 
would  have  to  be  somewhat  of  a  magician 
to  harvest  apples  in  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington  and  lettuce  in  Arizona  during  the 
same  period  of  time. 

There  is  an  annual  average  domestic 
migratory  work  force  of  427,000 — 1958 — 
available  in  the  United  States  to  perform 
agricultural  labor.  Substantial  seg¬ 
ments  of  this  force  are  used  in  every 
State  of  the  Union  at  various  times  of  the 
year.  To  replace  the  437,600  Mexican 
nationals  with  the  427,000  domestic  mi¬ 
grant  workers  would  use  up  all  of  the 
available  supply  and  leave  a  serious  la¬ 
bor  shortage  in  the  remaining  areas  that 
have  depended  upon  our  domestic  migra¬ 
tory  labor. 

The  northwestern  area  of  the  United 
States  employs  very  few  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals,  the  great  majority  of  our  mi¬ 
grant  agricultural  labor  coming  from 
Texas  and  other  southwestern  States. 
The  reason  we  do  not  use  the  nationals 
is  quite  simple — the  nationals  are  re¬ 
cruited  for  a  6-week  period,  and  with 
our  area  located  a  great  distance  from 
Mexico,  much  of  this  6  weeks  time  would 
be  lost  in  traveling  to  and  from  the 
border.  Not  only  would  this  time  be 
lost,  but  the  transportation  costs  would 
be  excessive  to  our  farmers. 

On  the  other  hand,  domestics,  with  a 
liking  for  the  Northwest  area,  return 
year  after  year. 

Termination  of  the  program  would 
necessitate  an  attempt  to  recruit  do¬ 
mestics  without  much  hope  of  accom¬ 
plishment  in  the  Northwest  area  because 
an  intensive  recruiting  program  for  do¬ 
mestic  labor  by  farm  operators  in  other 
parts  of  the  country  who  now  use  na¬ 
tionals,  would  place  many  of  the  small 
farm  operators  in  the  Northwest  at  a 
distinct  disadvantage  due  to  their  great 
distance  from  the  recruitment  area. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  I  most  seri¬ 
ously  urge  that  Public  Law  78  be  ex¬ 
tended. 

(Mrs.  MAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Hagen]. 

(Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
answer  to  the  various  questions  that 
have  been  raised  previously,  with  only 
minor  exceptions,  at  least  in  the  State 
of  California,  this  labor  is  used  on  foods 
that  you  would  find  in  the  fresh  fruit 
and  vegetable  departments  at  your  local 
grocery  stores.  This  is  the  interest  the 
city  people  have  in  the  supply  of  labor 
for  this  kind  of  farms.  Unless  there  is 
an  adequate  supply  of  labor  for  them, 
you  will  either  have  items  missing  in  the 
grocery  stores  or  the  prices  will  be  ex¬ 
orbitantly  high. 

I  represent  a  farming  district.  How¬ 
ever,  my  district  is  not  as  reliant  on 
bracero  labor  as  some  of  them  are.  I 
would  say  less  than  10  percent  come 
from  this  bracero  program.  But,  in  some 
areas,  for  example  Congressman  Saund’s, 
90  percent  of  the  labor  comes  from  the 
bracero  program. 

I  would  ask  for  an  extension  of  this 
act  without  amendment.  My  reasons 
are  these : 

This  act  should  be  extended  now  be¬ 
cause  the  Labor  Department  has  to 
budget  for  enforcement  officers,  and  so 
forth,  in  connection  with  it.  The  cur¬ 
rent  law  is  due  to  expire  in  the  middle  of 
next  year.  If  it  is  renewed  until  next 
year  they  cannot  go  through  an  ade¬ 
quate  budgeting  process. 

Further,  our  growers  in  California 
are  having  difficulty  in  finding  financing 
in  respect  to  crops  that  require  labor 
that  will  be  obtained  under  a  program 
which  will  expire  in  June  of  next  year. 
This  is  a  consideration. 

Also,  a  longer  period  than  the  present 
expiration  date  is  needed  in  order  to 
negotiate  a  new  treaty  with  Mexico 
which,  incidentally,  is  designed  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  rights  of  Mexican  and  also  do¬ 
mestic  labor. 

There  has  been  a  report  submitted  to 
the  Department  of  Labor  by  a  com¬ 
mission,  which  included  ex-Senator 
Thye.  The  Labor  Department  itself  has 
not  had  sufficient  time  to  study  these 
proposals  and  suggests  abstaining  from 
any  amendments  with  respect  to  the 
content  of  the  law  until  it  has  had  time  to 
evaluate  the  proposals  of  this  commission 
and  to  submit  its  own  recommendations. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Would  the  gentleman 
have  us  understand  that  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  and  the  Labor  Department  are  in 
favor  of  this  legislation? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  I  could  answer  that 
yes  or  no,  but  I  would  probably  be  wrong 
with  both  answers. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  will  ask  it  more  def¬ 
initely.  Is  Mr.  Mitchell  in  favor  of  this 
program? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Mitchell  is  not  in 
favor  at  this  time  of  changing  the  ground 
rules  of  the  bracero  program. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Do  you  not  take  away 
some  of  the  authority  he  has  under  ex¬ 
isting  law? 

Mr.  HAGEN.  No. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  He  says  you  do. 

Mr.  HAGEN.  The  original  proposal 
that  was  approved  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  would  have  done 


so.  However,  this  proposal  is  a  simple 
extension,  and  does  not  attempt  to 
change  the  ground  rules  at  all. 

In  that  connection,  I  might  point  out 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  recently 
exercised  considerable  authority  in  reg¬ 
ulating  the  conditions  of  employment 
which  shall  be  made  available  to  domes¬ 
tic  workers  before  any  Mexicans  can  be 
secured  by  an  employer.  I  personally 
feel  that  the  Labor  Department  has  ex¬ 
ercised  their  authority  to  the  utmost  in 
this  respect.  Existing  laws  provide  that 
the  Labor  Department  shall  administer 
the  program.  I  do  not  feel  that  there 
is  any  danger  of  abuse  provided  Congress 
appropriates  enough  money  to  operate 
the  program  from  an  inspection  stand¬ 
point,  and  so  forth. 

By  way  of  conclusion,  I  want  to  reit¬ 
erate  that  this  proposal  before  us  does 
not  seek  to  change  the  ground  rules  re¬ 
lating  to  Mexican  labor,  which  provide 
that  it  shall  not  be  made  available  to  the 
adverse  effect  of  domestic  workers.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  not  at  this 
time  recommending  any  changes  in  the 
law,  which  is  currently  due  to  expire  in 
June  of  1931.  He  indicates  that  next 
year  he  will  propose  some  changes,  al¬ 
though  we  do  not  know  what  those 
changes  are.  They  may  or  may  not  be 
the  changes  that  will  be  suggested  to  you 
in  the  form  of  amendments  later  on. 

Mr.  HIESTAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  LattaI. 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  ex¬ 
tremely  sorry  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  left  the  floor,  because  I  have 
some  information  which  would  probably 
enlighten  him  on  this  bill.  He  was  quite 
concerned  about  the  effect  the  passage 
of  this  bill  would  have  on  the  labor  force 
in  West  Virginia.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  to  him  that  there  is  a  table  on  page 
380  of  the  hearings  from  which  he  will 
find  that  the  State  of  West  Virginia  did 
not  use  any  labor  of  this  nature. 

He  also  was  concerned  about  the  State 
of  Pennsylvania.  If  you  will  look  at  the 
same  table  on  page  380  of  the  hearings, 
you  will  find  that  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  is  not  using  any  labor  under  this 
act  in  1959. 

He  also  mentioned  the  State  of  New 
Jersey,  for  what  reason  I  do  not  know; 
but  the  State  of  New  Jersey  did  not  use 
any  laborers  under  this  act  in  1959.  In 
fact,  according  to  the  Department  of 
Labor,  only  25  States  in  1959  used  la¬ 
borers  under  this  act,  and  in  only  83 
areas  of  the  United  States. 

I  might  say  that  in  the  State  of  Ohio 
we  did  not  use  any  Mexican  braceros,  but 
I  am  in  sympathy  with  the  extension  of 
this  act,  because  particularly  in  my  area 
in  northwestern  Ohio  we  produce  a  con¬ 
siderable  amount  of  sugar  beets  and  to¬ 
matoes,  and  we  use  Mexican  national 
labor  in  the  harvesting  of  these  crops. 
If  we  could  not  obtain  the  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  from  Texas  we  would  absolutely 
have  to  go  out  of  beet  production  and 
tomato  production.  We  do  not  have  any 
large  corporate  farms  in  northwestern 
Ohio  such  as  it  has  been  pointed  out 


this  act  is  used  for.  We  have  a  lot  of 
family  type  farms,  and  these  people  are 
dependent  upon  these  Mexican  laborers. 
Why?  Because  they  cannot  obtain  do¬ 
mestic  farm  labor  to  harvest  their  crops. 
So  I  am  in  complete  sympathy  with  these 
25  States  that  do  use  labor  provided 
under  Public  Law  78,  because  I  know  the 
situation  they  speak  of  and  the  predica¬ 
ment  they  might  be  in  if  this  act  were 
not  extended. 

I  know  a  lot  of  people  are  concerned 
about  consumer  reaction,  but  let  me  say 
that  if  we  do  not  extend  this  act  the 
price  of  a  lot  of  commodities  is  going  to 
go  up,  because  you  are  not  going  to  be 
able  to  produce  those  crops  as  cheaply 
as  you  have  in  the  past.  So  I  cannot 
urge  too  strongly  that  you  extend  this 
act  for  another  2  years. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  was  in¬ 
terested  to  hear  the  gentleman’s  com¬ 
ments  about  the  situation  in  his  State 
of  Ohio.  I  have  been  told  by  some  that 
the  experience  of  the  State  of  Ohio, 
which  by  improving  its  efforts  to  recruit 
domestic  migrant  labor  has  made  the  use 
of  Mexican  nationals  unnecessary,  is 
proof  of  the  assertion  that  other  States 
could  do  likewise.  Would  the  gentle¬ 
man  care  to  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  do  not  know  about 
the  situation  to  which  the  gentleman 
refers,  but  I  certainly  think  that  we  in 
Ohio  can  point  to  many  things  with 
pride. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Your  State 
is  pointed  to  by  people  who  are  opposed 
to  the  extension  of  this  program  as  the 
example  of  a  State  whose  efforts  to  re¬ 
cruit  domestic  migrant  labor  has  cured 
the  labor  shortage  which  is  said  to  re¬ 
quire  the  importation  of  Mexican  nation¬ 
als.  I  was  hoping  the  gentleman  could 
enlighten  us. 

Mr.  LATTA.  I  am  pleased  to  know 
that  from  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  because  his  State  is  still  operating 
under  this  program,  and  in  1959  used 
8,212  of  these  Mexican  migratory 
workers. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Why  do 
you  not  come  up  and  help  us  out? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Roosevelt]. 

(Mr.  ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  committee’s  giving  me 
this  time.  I  merely  wish  to  say  that 
inasmuch  as  the  Committee  on  Rules 
has  granted  a  rule  on  the  so-called  min¬ 
imum  wage  bill  I  shall  insert,  if  I  get 
permission  in  the  House,  a  section-by¬ 
section  analysis  of  the  bill  so  it  may  be 
available  for  the  Members  tomorrow. 

May  I  add  my  remarks  on  this  bill? 
I  believe  there  can  be  no  question  as  to 
the  need  in  some  areas  for  Mexican 
workers,  but  I  cannot  understand  why 
the  amendments  which  will  be  offered 
would  not  fit  into  that  inasmuch  all  they 
do  is  limit  the  Mexican  workers  to  un¬ 
skilled  and  seasonal  jobs.  It  would  seem 
to  me  to  fit  exactly  into  the  pattern  of 
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what  the  proponents  of  the  bill  have 
been  speaking  about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  concern  is  with 
justice  and  f airplay  whether  the  situa¬ 
tion  involves  the  little  businessman,  the 
little  farm  or  the  farmworker. 

I  think  my  record  shows  that  I  have 
a  strong  and  continuing  interest  in  the 
small  farm  and  the  small  farmer.  I 
have  continuously  supported  legislation 
which  I  have  felt  was  good  for  the  farm 
community  and  thus  good  for  America. 

My  cosponsoitehip  of  H.R.  11211,  the 
McGovern  bill  dealing  with  Public  Law 
78,  is  in  keeping  with  my  past  actions. 
For  I  strongly  believe  this  legislation  is 
vital  to  help  the  family  farm  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  the  corporation  farm  and  it  is 
vital  to  wipe  out  one  of  the  greatest 
social  injustices  in  our  Nation. 

The  Congress  is  fully  aware  of  the  fact 
that  existing  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  commonly  called  Public  Law 
78,  was  intended  as  a  temporary  meas¬ 
ure  designed  to  assure  the  availability  of 
seasonal,  unskilled  agricultural  workers 
for  the  cultivation  and  harvesting  of 
necessary  crops.  It  has  proved  to  be 
something  quite  different. 

Its  temporary  nature  has  been  disre¬ 
garded;  its  life  has  been  renewed  re¬ 
peatedly.  Its  use  only  to  produce  nec¬ 
essary  crops  has  never  been  considered. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  dis¬ 
charged  his  function  under  its  terms  by 
“deeming  necessary”  all  crops  in  the 
United  States,  whether  or  not  those 
crops  be  in  oversupply  and  subsidized 
by  the  Government. 

Public  Law  78’s  apparent  intent  to 
provide  needed  seasonal  unskilled  for¬ 
eign  workers  has  similarly  been  changed 
by  actualities :  Mexican  workers  are  em¬ 
ployed  in  year-round  jobs  and  they  do 
machine  and  other  work  requiring  skills 
far  above  those  of  stoop-labor.  Public 
Law  78  has  lost  the  character  which 
prompted  its  enactment.  It  must  be 
amended.  It  must  be  changed  to  reflect 
the  congressional  intent  which  it  was 
supposed  to  reflect  when  it  was  first 
enacted.  Thus  I  must  say  in  all  honesty 
that  to  compromise  the  issue  by  merely 
extending  the  life  of  Public  Law  78  for 
another  2  years  will  be  most  unfortunate 
and  a  means  of  evading  responsibility. 

The  McGovern  bill  is  designed  to  give 
real  effect  to  Public  Law  78  language 
which  has  been  demonstrated  to  be  im¬ 
possible  of  administration.  That  lan¬ 
guage  says  that  no  Mexican  foreign 
workers  shall  be  made  available  if  their 
employment  will  “adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domes¬ 
tic  agricultural  workers  similarly  em¬ 
ployed.”  These  words  themselves,  in  my 
opinion,  actually  express  the  congres¬ 
sional  intent.  But  when  they  occur  in 
a  law  like  Public  Law  78,  they  cannot 
be  given  content  or  meaning. 

The  reason  is  simple :  Since  the  whole 
law  makes  available  a  relatively  inex¬ 
haustible  supply  of  foreign  workers, 
American  agricultural  workers  have  no 
bargaining  power.  They  must  take 
what  they  are  offered  or  the  grower  as¬ 
sociation  or  farmer  will  hire  Mexican 
workers  instead.  What  bargaining 
power  can  the  American  farmworker 
have  when  there  are  450,000  Mexican 


workers  standing  across  the  border, 
ready,  willing  and  actually  anxious  to 
take  their  jobs?  The  psychology  of  the 
situation  effectively  erases  from  Public 
Law  78  the  adverse  effect  language 
which  I  have  quoted. 

H.R.  11211,  by  the  gentleman  from 
South  Dakota  [Mi1.  McGovern],  is  de¬ 
signed  to  restore  this  language  by  giving 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  the  authority  he 
needs  to  prevent  the  adverse  effect  which 
is  inherent  in  Public  Law  78  as  it  exists 
today.  It  does  so  by  writing  into  the  law 
provisions  which  have  been  recom¬ 
mended,  among  others,  by  a  select  group 
of  qualified  consultants  in  their  October 
1959  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  on 
the  Mexican  farm  labor  program.  These 
consultants’  support  of  a  temporary  re¬ 
newal  of  Public  Law  78  was  conditioned 
on  the  act  being  amended,  as  H.R. 
11211,  amends  it,  to  prevent  adverse  ef¬ 
fect,  insure  utilization  of  the  domestic 
work  force,  and  limit  use  of  Mexican 
workers  to  unskilled,  seasonal  jobs. 

This  Congress  is  aware  of  the  condi¬ 
tions  which  exist.  It  knows  that  97  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Mexican  workers  admitted 
under  Public  Law  78  are  used  by  large 
associations  and  individual  growers  in 
five  States.  My  State  of  California  is 
one  of  the  five.  The  others  are  Texas, 
Arkansas,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico. 

In  these  States,  there  is  an  annual  mi¬ 
gration  of  domestic  farm  workers  from 
their  homes  in  localities  near  the  border. 
I  have  been  told  that  these  American 
farm  workers  uproot  their  families  and 
trek  to  other  areas  for  farm  work  be¬ 
cause  they  enjoy  it  as  a  vacation  and  be¬ 
cause  it  is  their  nature.  I  do  not  believe 
this.  In  my  opinion  these  workers  and 
then-  families  migrate  for  higher  wages. 
They  migrate  because  in  their  home 
areas  they  are  placed  in  competition  with 
Mexican  nationals  for  a  piece  rate  wage 
which  may  permit  them  to  earn  the  ri¬ 
diculously  low  wage  of  50  cents  an  hour. 

They  migrate  out  of  necessity.  They 
cannot  afford  to  compete  with  nearly 
half  a  million  Mexicans  to  whom  50 
cents  an  hour  represents  a  wage  several 
times  higher  than  their  wage  at  home  in 
Mexico.  Is  it  just  and  fair  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  sanction  the  continuation  of 
these  conditions? 

I  have  heard  it  said  that  those  who 
condemn  the  effect  of  Public  Law  78  and 
deplore  the  conditions  of  the  U.S.  farm¬ 
worker  under  it,  disregard  the  great  im¬ 
provements  which  have  been  made  since 
its  enactment.  I  would  point  out  that 
these  improvements,  whatever  they  may 
be,  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  Mexican 
worker,  not  to  the  domestic  farmworker. 
I  would  say,  too,  that  these  improve¬ 
ments  have  been  made — where  they  have 
been  made — only  through  urging,  sham¬ 
ing,  leading,  and  cajoling  the  large  asso¬ 
ciations  to  improvements  in  transporta¬ 
tion,  safety,  and  comfort,  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  food,  suitable  housing  and 
facilities,  and  other  such  matters  which 
had,  in  many,  too  many  instances, 
aroused  the  conscience  of  the  American 
people. 

However,  the  50-cent  wage  still  exists 
in  many  regions.  Actually,  even  50  cents 
is  being  paid  only  because  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  took  the  position  that  it 


could  not,  in  conscience  and  decency, 
place  U.S.  farmworkers  in  competition 
with  foreign  workers  at  wages  below  50 
cents. 

Thus  cheap  labor,  available  under 
Public  Law  78  to  large  corporate  farms, 
large  associations,  and  large  processors, 
has  added  to  the  squeeze  faced  by  the 
small  family  farm.  The  small  farmer, 
employing  no  foreign  labor,  doing  the 
job  with  his  own  hands  and  those  of  his 
family,  has  been  forced  to  compete  in 
the  market  against  giant  competition 
•operating  with  tremendous  numbers 
of  underpaid  foreign  workers.  Not  only 
is  the  value  of  his  crop  reduced  by  the 
presence  of  Mexican  labor  but  the  value 
and  the  dignity  of  his  own  efforts  and 
calling  are  lowered.  This  kind  of  com¬ 
petition  is,  in  my  opinion,  an  insult  to 
the  American  sense  of  justice. 

The  expression  of  my  views  in  support 
of  the  McGovern  bill,  H.R.  11291,  is  in 
itself  an  expression  of  opposition  to  the 
Gathings  proposal  which  was  reported 
from  committee.  I  oppose  this  approach, 
because  it  calls  for  an  extension  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78,  with  all  of  its  evils.  This 
extension  would  be  under  terms  which 
would  make  it  impossible  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  whose  basic  statute  di¬ 
rects  it  to  improve  the  conditions  of 
wage  earners,  to  do  anything  to  carry 
out  its  responsibilities  either  under  its 
basic  statute  or  under  the  so-called  ad¬ 
verse  effect  provisions  of  Public  Law  78. 
This  bill  would  circumscribe  what  little 
authority  the  Labor  Department  has  un¬ 
der  existing  law.  It  would  go  far  to 
take  the  Department  of  Labor  com¬ 
pletely  out  of  the  Mexican  program  by 
making  action  impossible  without  the 
consent  of  the  Department  charged  with 
the  interest  of  the  farmer  and  not  the 
wage  earner. 

Additionally,  while  I  oppose  the  at¬ 
tempt  to  proscribe  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  in  carrying  out  the  intent  of  the 
Wagner-Peyser  Act.  I  likewise  oppose 
a  mere  2-year  extension  without  safe¬ 
guards. 

The  shame  of  Public  Law  78’s  adverse 
effect  on  agricultural  wage  earners  in  the 
United  States  and  on  America’s  small 
family  farms  must  not  be  permitted  to 
endure.  The  reasons  for  that  shame 
man  be  eliminated  to  a  great  degree  by 
the  enactment  of  the  McGovern  ap- 
■  proach.  I  respectfully  submit  that  this 
Nation  should  no  longer  tolerate  legal 
sanction  to  depress  the  working  con¬ 
ditions,  wages  and  living  standards  of 
our  domestic  farm  employees. 

Like  many  city  Congressmen,  I  have 
taken  an  interest  in  farm  subsidy  pro¬ 
grams  as  well  as  farm  labor  problems. 
I  shall  continue  to  do  so.  I  recognize 
the  importance  of  the  welfare  of  our 
farm  population  to  the  welfare  of  the 
entire  Nation. 

Therefore,  I  respectfully  submit  that, 
under  no  circumstances  can  the  disgrace 
of  the  poverty  and  underprivileged 
status  of  the  farmworker  be  permitted 
to  continue.  The  farmworker  and  his 
family  are  human  beings. 

I  strongly  urge  approval  of  the  Mc¬ 
Govern  bill  or  similar  amendments  by 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  .  If  there  cannot  be  agreement 
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to  provide  these  improvements  in  Public 
Law  78,  then  I  sincerely  urge  that  Public 
Law  78  not  be  renewed.  If  the  law  can¬ 
not  be  improved  to  provide  some  protec¬ 
tion  to  domestic  farmworkers,  it  is  then 
better  to  abolish  it.  For,  if  the  original 
intent  was  to  offer  protection  and  the 
record  shows  that  the  domestic  farm¬ 
worker  has  not  been  protected  thereby, 
then  to  continue  the  law  without  needed 
changes  is  merely  to  give  pro  forma  rec¬ 
ognition  to  a  protection  that  does  not, 
in  fact,  exist. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Dixon]  . 

(Mr.  DIXON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  explain  why  ostensibly  reasonable 
statistics  do  not  apply  in  this  situation. 
We  have  4  million  unemployed,  if  that 
be  the  situation,  why  should  not  they 
take  these  jobs?  Let  me  explain  to  you 
briefly.  In  the  first  place,  these  jobs  are 
highly  seasonal,  and  regular  people  will 
not  go  for  these  jobs. 

In  our  sugar  beet  areas  we  have  to 
thin  beets. 

The  person  who  thins  beets  has  to 
crawl  on  his  hands  and  knees  or  he  has 
to  stoop  clear  to  the  ground.  I  have 
thinned  beets,  and  I  will  say  that  for 
hours  after  my  day’s  work  was  over  I 
could  see  lights  in  front  of  my  eyes.  It 
is  stoop  labor  that  is  almost  loathesome. 
I  do  not  want  you  to  feel  when  I  said 
our  unemployed  miners  would  not  take 
these  jobs  that  I  am  casting  any  reflec¬ 
tion  on  the  miners,  because  I  am  not.  I 
do  not  blame  them  a  bit.  It  is  one  of  the 
toughest  jobs  you  ever  saw,  and  no  man 
who  thinks  much  of  himself  would  ever 
touch  it.  So  if  we  had  5  or  6  million  un¬ 
employed,  I  doubt  if  they  would  come 
and  thin  our  sugar  beets.  That  is  why 
the  unemployment  statistics  just  do  not 
apply  to  this  situation  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  where  we 
would  be  for  domestic  sugar  as  far  as 
the  beet  industry  is  concerned  if  you 
take  away  the  Mexican  labor?  Castro 
has  signed  up  with  Russia  for  a  million 
tons  of  sugar  and  probably  with  China 
for  a  half-million  tons  of  sugar.  The 
distribution  of  land  out  there  might 
knock  Cuba  out  of  producing  another 
million  tons  of  sugar.  Now  you  are  go¬ 
ing  to  knock  our  domestic  producers,  our 
beet  growers,  out  of  the  opportunity  to 
provide  this  country  with  sugar.  You 
better  think  about  that  before  you 
amend  this  act. 

I  am  certainly  in  favor  of  this  act  as  it 
stands,  just  a  simple  renewal  for  1  year. 
The  Secretary  of  Labor  must  certify 
that  no  labor  can  be  obtained  for  these 
purposes  before  any  of  these  nationals 
may  be  brought  in.  I  think  it  is  a  fine 
thing  for  the  nationals,  too,  because 
they  do  not  have  to  swim  the  river.  I 
believe  what  we  spend  on  the  program 
has  been  saved  in  trying  to  police  the 
river,  and  prevent  the  wetbacks  from 
swimming  over  here.  Now  they  come  in 
orderly  under  contract,  and  it  is  a  fine, 
honorable  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  good  bill. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Evins,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  had  come  to  no 
resolution  thereon. 


(Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  her  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

[Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts’  re¬ 
marks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 


MASSACHUSETTS  WAS  BIRTHPLACE 
\  OF  KING  BHUMIBOL  ADULYADEJ 

NOF  THAILAND 

(Bfr\  BOLAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minuteVnd  to  revise  and  extend  his  reV 
marks.)  'V  / 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  alb' of 
America  today  welcomes  the  only  .King 
ever  born  in  the  United  States,  and  to¬ 
morrow  Congtess  will  receive  His 
Majesty,  King  Bnumibol  Aduly^dej.  We 
of  MassachusettsNare  proud'  that  this 
enlightened  leaderVof  ar*  important 
country  of  the  free 'wopfa  claims  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  as  his 
birthplace. 

Cambridge,  Mass.,  lias  t^e  distinction 
of  having  been  the/birthpla^e  of  one  of 
the  world’s  few  reigning  mSnarchs,  a 
King  who  himself  is  distinguished  for 
his  ability  to  combine  a  traditional  heri¬ 
tage  with  a  modern  outlook  in  maintain¬ 
ing  a  stablft/monarchy  in  a  world  wSere 
there  is  opten  instability.  The  KingW 
Thailand^  Somdet  Phra  Chao  Yu  Hu^ 
BhumM>l  Adulyadej,  also  known  as  King 
Rama/lX  because  he  is  the  ninth  ruler  of 
the yChakri  Dynasty  dating  from  1782, 
was  born  on  December  5,  1927,  at  Mount 
Aftiburn  Hospital  in  Cambridge,  Mass. 
f  At  that  time,  his  father.  Prince 
Mahidol,  heir  to  the  throne  of  Thailand, 
was  studying  at  Harvard  Medical  School. 

The  present  king  was  the  youngest  of 
Prince  Mahidol’s  three  children.  When 
he  was  a  year  old,  the  family  returned  to 
Thailand  where  his  father  joined  the 
staff  of  a  hospital.  Shortly  thereafter, 
his  father  died  and  his  uncle,  the  ruler, 
who  had  no  children,  sent  his  mother 
with  her  children  to  Switzerland  where 
the  children  were  to  be  educated  for  their 
future  duties.  Much  of  Prince  Bhumi- 
bol’s  youth  was  spent  abroad  and  when 
he  returned  to  Thailand  after  World 
War  H,  it  was  to  a  country  where  much 
had  changed  and  to  a  situation  that  was 
fraught  with  many  dangers. 

King  Prajadhipok,  his  uncle,  had  been 
the  last  of  the  absolute  monarchs  of 
Thailand.  In  1932  the  absolute  mon¬ 
archy  had  been  replaced  with  a  consti¬ 
tutional  monarchy  and  3  years  later, 


King  Prajadhipok  abdicated  in  favor  of 
Prince  Ananda  Mahidol,  the  present 
King’s  older  brother.  Because  of  his 
youth,  the  throne  was  held  under  a  rev 
gency  while  the  young  king  continued  his 
education  in  Switzerland.  Shortly  .Be¬ 
fore  the  scheduled  coronation  o y  the 
young  King,  in  1945,  he  was  founfl  dead 
under  curious  circumstances.  / 

Prince  Bhumibol  was  then  named  the 
successor,  also  under  a  regency,  and 
returned  to  Europe  to  complete  his 
studies.  He  had  earlier  jrfanned  to  be¬ 
come  an  architect,  but  now  changed  his 
‘  studies  to  law.  He  returned  to  Thailand 
in  1950,  after  the  coumry  had  undergone 
five  constitutional  and  19  administrative 
changes  in  18  years.  At  that  time  the 
surrounding  coinrftries  were  in  the  throes 
of  revolution  smd  communism  was  on 
the  ascent.  Shortly  after  his  coronation 
and  marriaae,  the  young  King  in  his  first 
message  to  the  Thai  Parliament  re¬ 
quested  tgiat  body  to  resist  the  entry  into 
Thailand  of  communism  that  threatened 
from /without.  And  since  that  period, 
his  /influence  has  been  paramount  in 
maintaining  Thailand  as  an  island  of 
stability  in  a  surrounding  sea  of  uncer¬ 
tainty. 

The  King  and  his  beautiful  consort 
have  endeared  themselves  to  their  sub¬ 
jects  by  their  many  trips  within  the 
country  to  familiarize  themselves  with 
regional  problems.  They  have  also  been 
actively  concerned  with  the  welfare  of 
their  subjects  and  have  promoted  many 
activities  in  this  direction.  Apart  from 
his  royal  duties,  the  King  is  a  well- 
known  composer  of  popular  songs  and 
dance  music.  In  1950  one  of  his  songs 
was  performed  in  a  Broadway  revue. 
And  all  of  the  profits  from  his  musical 
activities  go  to  the  royal  Thailand 
charities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  I  include  a  story  about  King  Bhumi¬ 
bol  Adulyadej  written  by  Fred  Blumen- 
thal  that  appeared  in  Parade  magazine 
last  Sunday,  as  follows: 

The  King  From  Massachusetts 
(By  Fred  Blumenthal) 

\  Washington,  D.C. — The  only  king  ever 
bWn  in  the  United  States  -will  arrive  here 
in  the  Nation’s  capital  on  Tuesday  with  his 
beauVful,  young  Queen  as  honored  guests  of 
President  Eisenhower. 

His  Majesty  King  Bhumibol  Adulyadej 
(pronounced  Poom-ee-pom  Adul-un-det) 
and  QueerX  Sirikit  of  Thailand  (Siam)  are 
here  not  only  for  the  pleasure  of  revisiting 
the  land  of  hiKbirth  but  to  demonstrate  his 
nation’s  friendship  with  the  West. 

To  most  Americans  Siam  is  a  land  of 
Oriental  mystery  and  the  colorful,  ornate 
costumes  of  the  musical  “The  King  and  I” 
(King  Bhumibol  is  t^e  great  grandson  of 
the  monarch  featured  ito  that  show).  But 
to  the  Pentagon  and  theSstate  Department, 
Siam — the  size  of  France\nd  with  22  mil¬ 
lion  people — is  the  keystone  to  the  defense  of 
Southeast  Asia,  a  vital  membehbf  the  South¬ 
east  Asia  Treaty  Organization  (SEATO), 
which  has  its  headquarters  i\  Bangkok, 
Siam’s  capital.  \ 

It  is  no  secret  that  Red  China,  covets 
dominion  over  Siam  and  her  natural Yiches. 
But  though  the  Communists — Chineseyand 
Russian — have  made  massive  efforts  to  Nb- 
vert  Siam  and  woo  her  loyalty  from  the 
West,  they  have  had  no  success — thanksy 
to  the  staunchness  of  the  young  King  and' 
Queen. 
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.SUGAR.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H. 

12311,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  for  1  year.  pp.  13921,  13969 

Rep.  Cooley  summarized  the  provisions  of  the  above  bill,  including  tfle  corn¬ 
ice  amendment  to  the  bill,  stating  the  bill  includes  the  following/  pp.  13897 
"A  1-year  extension  of  the  act  to  December  31,  1961. 

"Presidential  authority  to  establish  —  whether  Congress  is/in  session 
or  nkt  --  the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of  1960  andr  for  1961  at 
such  revel  as  the  President  shall  find  from  time  to  time  to  Joe  in  the  na¬ 
tional  interest ,  but  in  no  event  in  excess  of  the  Cuban  quota  under  present 
law.  If\he  President  sets  the  Cuban  quota  at  less  than,  ypre sent  law,  the 
reduction  would  be  reapportioned  as  follows:  (a)  An  amount  equivalent  to 
Cuba's  shareSln  the  domestic  deficit  may  be  assigned  exclusively  to  the  do¬ 
mestic  area;  and  then  (b)  to  five  nations  whose  quot/i  is  presently  between 
3,000  and  10,00&  tons  a  sufficient  quantity  of  sugar  to  bring  each  of  them 
up  to  10,000  tomk.  These  nations  are  Costa  Rica,/Haiti,  Panama,  the 
Netherlands  and  Nationalist  China;  and  then  (c) yzo  the  Philippine  Islands 
15  percent  of  the  remainder;  and  then  (d)  to  tjte  full  duty  nations  having 
quotas  under  the  act  V  except  those  five  naprons  mentioned  in  (b)  above  -- 
the  remaining  85  percent  in  amounts  prorated  according  to  the  quotas  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  act;  and  tk^n  (e)  to  any  otjrer  foreign  nations  without  regard 
to  allocations* 

"The  President  also  wouV^l  have  authority  to  obtain  refined  sugar  if  raw 
sugar  was  unavailable. 

"A  technical  amendment  recbenizifng  Hawaii's  full  status  as  a  State. 

"A  permanent  change  in  the  iWwhich  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  authority  to  reduce  for  the /Joen  current  calendar  year  the  quota  of 
a  foreign  nation  or  an  area,  if  thak  nation  or  area  is  unwilling  or  unable 
to  meet  its  quota.  The  Secretary  could  reduce  the  nation's  or  area's  quota 
by  the  amount  of  the  deficit  declared  against  it.  This  provision  would  pre¬ 
vent  a  country  or  area  which  had  failed  i^o  fill  its  quota  from  disorganizing 
the  U.  S.  market  by  shipping  its  full  quoka  after  a  deficit  had  been  de¬ 
clared  against  it. 

"A  provision  applicable  to  the  1961  crop^nly .  which  awards  to  new  pro¬ 
ducers  75  percent  ofi  any  increase  in  proportionate  shares  due  to  reallocated 
deficits." 


21.  FARM  LABOR.  Passed  without  amendment  H„  R„  12759,  to  extend  for  2  years  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program  (pp.  13898-921) .  By  a  vote  of  33  to  122,  rejected 
an  amendment  by  Rep.  Fogarty  to  adopt  the  language  of  the*. McGovern  bill  with 
the  exception  of  the  section  regarding  phasing-out  of  the  program  (pp.  13902-18) 
and  rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Shelley  to  extend  the  program  for  1  year  in¬ 
stead  of  2  (pp.  13919-21);  rejected  a  motion  by  Rep.  Becker  to  recommit  the  bill 
to  the  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  13921) 


22.  HAN  f  Concurred  in  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  11602,  to  amend  o  ain  laws 

of  j  U.  S.  in  light  of  the  admission  of  the  State  of  Hawaii  int  he  Union 

(E  J939) •  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

2 


‘ABM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Cannon  urged  Congress  to  enact  legislation  which  wou 

the  income  of  the  farmer,  pp.  13895-6 

Rep,  Thompson,  La.,  discussed  the  work  he  has  done  in  the  last  8  years 
Congress  which  includes  a  statement  of  his  position  on  agriculture, 
pp.  13954-65 
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LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Reconsidered  the  action  of  Jun^28 
(see  Digest  120)  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12232,  and  concurred  in  an  amendment  >of 
the  House,  and  agreed  to  a  motion  by  Sen.  Stennis  to  insist  on  the  one  r^main- 
lg  Senate  amendment  in  disagreement  (pp.  13777,  13790-1,  13821-3).  Conferees 
wdre  appointed  on  the  one  amendment  remaining  in  disagreement  (p.  138/&3) . 

9.  STATE^HJSTI CE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961,  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
with  aihendment  this  bill,  H.  R.  11666  (S.  Rept.  1777).  p.  13881 

10.  PRICES.  A^eubcommittee  of  the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  approved  for  con¬ 

sideration  of  the  full  committee  with  amendments  S.  2382,  to/amend  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Act  of  rS(46  to  provide  for  its  more  effective  administration,  and  to 
bring  to  bear  An  informed  public  opinion  upon  price  and  y/ge  increases  which 
threaten  economic  stability,  p.  D633 

11.  MINERALS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  Xroted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  R.  8860,  to  provide  for  parents  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  to  small  r^ad  and  zinc  producers,  p/  D633 

12.  WILDLIFE.  The  Interstate  ^had  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  wiJih  amendment  H.  R./12533,  to  amend  the  Migratory 
Bird  Treaty  Act  so  as  to  increase  penalties/ror  violations  under  the  act, 
p.  D633 

13.  FISHERIES,  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 

did  not  actually  report)  S.  2586  toSinrovide  for  the  conservation  of  anadromous 
fish  spawning  areas  in  the  Salmon  R^V^r,  Idaho,  p.  D633 

14.  CONSERVATION,  Sen.  Moss  inserted  An  edi^rial,  "Conservation:  More  Than  Lock¬ 

ing  Out,"  discussing  the  import/mce  of  natural  resource  conservation*  pp* 
13782-3 

15.  AIR  POLLUTION.  Sen,  Clark  u^ged  enactment  of  sVv3103,  to  provide  greater  con¬ 

trol  of  air  pollution,  before  adjournment  of  Congress,  p.  13786 

16.  SUGAR.  Several  Senator^  discussed  Cuban-U.  S.  relations,  including  the  pros 

and  cons  of  reducing /the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba.  pp.  r$8 15-19 


17.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS, 
participation  it 
now  be  sent  to 


ssed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11001,  the  provide  for  U.  S* 
rthe  International  Development  Association.  This  bill  will 
he  President,  p,  13843 


18.  WATERSHEDS.  /Both  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  >fa>r  works  of 
improvement  on  the  following  watersheds:  Franktown- Parker  tributaries  of 
Cherry  Cjreek,  Colo.,  upper  Josephine- Jackson  Creek,  Fla.,  Sandy  <j)raek,  Ga. , 
WaianayTki,  Waianae  Nui,  Hawaii,  French  Lick  Creek,  Ind. ,  Bent oni\  Miss. , 
upper/Gila  Valley  Arroyos  No.  1,  N.  Mex. ,  East  ICeechi  Creek,  Tex.,  aKd  Beaver 
Creqk,  Va. ;  to  S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  H.  Agriculture  Committees;  and 
Town  Fork  Creek,  N.  C. ;  to  Public  Works  Committees,  p.  13774 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Conihiittee 
approved  the  watershed  projects  listed  above  referred  to  that  committee. 

P.  D633 

L9*  CONGRESSIONAL  RECESS.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  Congress  will  recess  this 
coming  week-end  until  August  8.  pp.  13797-8,  13799-809 
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1960 


Dowdy 

Kee 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

.Downing 

King,  Utah 

Riley 

jBulski 

Kirwan 

Rivers,  S.  C. 

Dtyham 

Kitchin 

Roberts 

EllVtt 

Knox 

Robison 

Everett 

Kyi 

Rogers,  Colo. 

FentoV 

Lafore 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Fisher  \ 

Laird 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Flynn  \ 

Landrum 

Schenck 

Flynt  \ 

Latta 

Scherer 

Forrester  \ 

Lennon 

Scott 

Gavin  \ 

Levering 

Selden 

George  \ 

.Lipscomb 

Shipley 

Grant 

Voser 

Short 

Gray 

McCulloch 

Siler 

Gross 

Mctytire 

Simpson 

Haley 

McMOlan 

Slack 

Hardy 

Michel 

Smith,  Calif. 

Harmon 

Minshsfll 

Smith,  Kans. 

Harris 

Moeller  \ 

Stratton 

Hays 

Montoya  \ 

Taber 

Hemphill 

Moore  \ 

Teague,  Tex. 

Henderson 

Morris,  N.  Mek 

.  Thomson,  Wyo. 

Hoeven 

Moulder 

tyrollefson 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Murray 

^uck 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Norblad 

Hogan 

O’Konski 

V:\Zandt 

Holifield 

Oliver 

Waimiler 

Holt 

Passman 

WattX 

Huddleston 

Patman 

Weave\_ 

Hull 

Perkins 

WestlanCl 

Jennings 

Philbin 

Wharton 

Jensen 

Pilcher 

Whitener  \ 

Johansen 

Pillion 

Whitten  \ 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Poage 

Williams  \ 

Jonas 

Poff 

Winstead 

Jones,  Ala. 

Preston 

Wolf 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rees,  Kans. 

NOT  VOTING— 24 

Alford 

Edmondson 

Norrell 

Anderson, 

Frazier 

Staggers 

Mont. 

Jackson 

Thompson,  La. 

Anfuso 

Keogh 

Vinson 

Buckley 

McGinley 

Willis 

Burdick 

McSween 

Withrow 

Carnahan 

Mason 

Younger 

Davis,  Ga. 

Morris.  Okla. 

Dawson 

Mumma 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Younger  for,  with  Mr.  Mason  against. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr. 
Mumma  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mr.  Jackson. 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Withrow. 

Mr.  SHIPLEY  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “.nay.” 

Mr.  PIRNIE  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced, 
as  above  recorded.  / 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  / 

The  doors  were  opened.  / 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker./ 1  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  3074)/to  provide 
for  the  participation  of  the  United  States 
in  the  International  Dev/opment  As¬ 
sociation,  to  strike  out  sM  after  the  en¬ 
acting  clause,  and  ins(/{  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11001/to  provide  for  the 
participation  of  the  Jonited  States  in  the 
International  Dev/opment  Association, 
just  passed.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of/he  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky?  / 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 


/SUGAR  LEGISLATION 
m/  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
ismimous  consent  to  proceed  for  1 


minute,  to  revise  and  extend  my  re¬ 
marks,  and  to  include  the  amendment  to 
the  sugar  bill  which  will  come  before 
the  House  for  consideration  at  an  early 
date.  This  is  a  very  brief  explanation. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Rules 
Committee  today  cleared  for  House  con¬ 
sideration  H.R.  12311,  the  bill  to  extend 
the  Sugar  Act  in  modified  form.  Ihe 
rule  provides  for  1  hour  of  general  de¬ 
bate  and  permits  the  offering  of  only  one 
amendment,  to  be  submitted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

So  that  the  Members  of  the  House  may 
be  thoroughly  aware  of  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  including  the  proposed  committee 
amendment,  I  submit  here  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord  a  brief  summary,  along  with  a  copy 
of  the  bill  amended,  as  follows : 

First.  A  1-year  extension  of  the  act 
to  December  31, 1961. 

Second.  Presidential  authority  to  es¬ 
tablish — whether  Congress  is  in  sesV 
sion  or  not — the  sugar  quota  for  Cuba 
'tyr  the  balance  of  1960  and  for  196/at 
such  level  as  the  President  shall/nnd 
fro^i  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  n/tional 
interest,  but  in  no  event  in  excels  of  the 
CubaNflUota  under  present  lajv.  If  the 
President  sets  the  Cuban  quota  at  less 
than  preNpt  law,  the  reduc/on  would  be 
reapportioned  as  follows :  4a)  An  amount 
equivalent  to^uba’s  shjnre  in  the  domes¬ 
tic  deficit  mawe  assigned  exclusively  to 
the  domestic  a\a;  a yfd  then  (b)  to  five 
nations  whose  qVi/a  is  presently  be¬ 
tween  3,000  and  W\000  tons  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  sugar  toNaring  each  of  them 
up  to  10,000  t/ns.  These  nations  are 
Costa  Rica,  Haiti,  Panama,  the  Nether¬ 
lands,  and  Nationalist  China;  and  then 
(c)  to  the/Philippine  Islands  15  percent 
of  the  remainder;  and  thentyd)  to  the 
full  duty  nations  having  quotas  under 
the  a ,/i — except  those  five  nations  men¬ 
tion/}  in  (b)  above — the  remaining  85 
pe/cent  in  amounts  prorated  acceding 
to  the  quotas  established  by  the  act  ;\nd 
/hen  (e)  to  any  other  foreign  nations 
without  regard  to  allocations.  \ 

The  President  also  would  have  au¬ 
thority  to  obtain  refined  sugar  if  raw 
sugar  was  unavailable. 

Third.  A  technical  amendment  recog¬ 
nizing  Hawaii’s  full  status  as  a  State. 

Fourth.  A  permanent  change  in  the 
law  which  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  the  authority  to  reduce  for  the 
then  current  calendar  year  the  quota  of 
a  foreign  nation  or  an  area,  if  that  na¬ 
tion  or  area  is  unwilling  or  unable  to 
meet  its  quota.  The  Secretary  could  re¬ 
duce  the  nation’s  or  area’s  quota  by  the 
amount  of  the  deficit  declared  against 
it.  This  provision  would  prevent  a  coun¬ 
try  or  area  which  had  failed  to  fill  its 
quota  from  disorganizing  the  U.S.  market 
by  shipping  its  full  quota  after  a  deficit 
had  been  declared  against  it. 

Fifth.  A  provision  applicable  to  the 
1961  crop  only  which  awards  to  new  pro¬ 
ducers  75  percent  of  any  increase  in  pro¬ 
portionate  shares  due  to  reallocated 
deficits. 


H.R.  12311  / 

A  bill  to  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended  / 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and/ House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  T/at  section 
412  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  /elating  to 
termination  of  the  powers  of  /he  Secretary 
under  the  Act)  is  amended  /y  striking  out 
“1960”  in  each  place  it  apj/ars  therein  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  /961”. 

Sec.  2.  Sections  4501  (05  and  6412(d)  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  termination  and  refund  of  taxes 
on  sugar)  of  the  Int/nal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  are  amended  by  striking  out  “1961”  in 
each  place  it  app/rs  therein  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “Ure2”. 

Sec.  3.  Sectio/ 204(c)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended  (relating  to  proration  of 
deficits),  is  /mended  by  striking  out  “shall 
not  be  rc/uced”  and  inserting  “may  be 
reduced”/ 

Sec.  /Section  302(b)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948,  / amended  (relating  to  the  establish - 
)jgen/of  proportionate  shares  for  farms) ,  is 
amamded  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the 
en n  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  a 
anion  and  the  following:  Provided,  That  75 
/per  centum  of  any  increase  in  proportionate 
shares  in  any  area  where  restrictions  are  in 
effect  for  the  1961  crop  year  over  the  total 
of  restricted  proportionate  shares  established 
for  such  area  in  the  preceding  year,  less  any 
shares  arising  from  the  1960  growth  factor, 
shall  be  reserved  for  new  producers. 

Sec.  5.  Section  408  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended  (relating  to  suspension  of 
quotas) ,  is  amended  to  designate  such  sec¬ 
tion  as  subsection  “(a)”;  and  to  add  a  new 
subsection  “(b)”  as  follows: 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
title  II  of  this  Act,  for  the  period  ending 
December  31,  1961 : 

“(1)  The  President  shall  determine,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provisions  of  title  II, 
the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  balance  of  cal¬ 
endar  year  1960  and  for  calendar  year  1961 
in  such  amount  or  amounts  as  he  shall  find 
from  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  national 
interest:  Provided,  however.  That  in  no  event 
shall  such  quota  at  any  time  exceed  such 
amount  as  would  be  provided  for  Cuba  under 
the  terms  of  title  II  in  the  absence  of  the 
amendments  made  herein,  and  such  deter¬ 
minations  shall  become  effective  immediately 
upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
the  President’s  proclamation  thereof; 

“(2)  For  the  purposes  of  meeting  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  consumers  in  the  United 
States,  the  President  is  thereafter  authorized 
to  cause  or  permit  to  be  brought  or  imported 
linto  or  marketed  in  the  United  States,  at 
\uch  times  and  from  such  sources,  including 
aiw  country  whose  quota  has  been  so  re¬ 
duced,  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  he  deems  appropriate  under  the 
prevailing  circumstances,  a  quantity  of 
sugar,  ntot  in  excess  of  the  sum  of  any  reduc¬ 
tions  in  quotas  made  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section:  Provided,  however.  That  any  part  of 
such  quantity  equivalent  to  the  proration 
of  domestic  deficits  to  the  country  whose 
quota  has  beerNreduced  may  be  allocated  to 
domestic  areas  and  the  remainder  of  such 
quantity  (plus  ai\  part  of  such  allocation 
that  domestic  areasVare  unable  to  fill)  shall 
be  apportioned  in  rawi sugar  as  follows: 

“(i)  There  shall  firstNbe  allocated  to  other 
foreign  countries  for  wrtyh  quotas  or  pro¬ 
rations  thereof  of  not  les^dhan  three  thou¬ 
sand  or  more  than  ten  thousand  short  tons, 
raw  value,  are  provided  in  section  202(c), 
such  quantities  of  raw  sugar  aStyare  required 
to  permit  importation  in  such  calendar  year 
of  a  total  of  ten  thousand  shorttyons,  raw 
value,  from  such  country;  \ 

“(ii)  There  shall  next  be  apportioned  to 
the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  l\  per 
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entum  of  the  remainder  of  such  impor- 
jon; 

The  balance,  including  any  unfilled 
ces  from  allocations  already  provided, 
shall  Bte  allocated  to  or  purchased  from  for¬ 
eign  countries  having  quotas  under  section 
202(c),  ofher  than  those  provided  for  in  the 
preceding  Nbparagraph  (i),  in  amounts  pro¬ 
rated  according  to  the  quotas  established 
under  section  3P2  (c) :  Provided,  That  if  addi¬ 
tional  amountdyif  sugar  are  required  the 
President  may  authorize  the  purchase  of 
such  amounts  frona  any  foreign  countries, 
without  regard  to  location; 

“(3)  If  the  President  finds  that  raw  sugar 
is  not  reasonably  available,  he  may,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  (2)  above,  cause  or  permit  to  be 
Imported  such  quantity  of\mgar  in  the  form 
of  direct-consumption  sug^r  as  may  be 
required.” 

Sec.  6.  Sections  101(3),  203,  2&6(a) ,  209(a), 
209(c),  and  307  of  the  Sugar  Acfl^f  1948,  as 
amended,  are  each  amended  by  soaking  out 
the  words  "The  Territory  of”  in  e^i  place 
where  they  appear  therein. 

MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR  PROBLEM 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to 
amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  12759, 
with  Mr.  Evins  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  had 
14  minutes  remaining;  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  had  9  minutes 
remaining. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  McFallL 

Mr.  McFALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in 
support  of  an  extension  of  Public  Law 
78,  the  Mexican  national  program,  and 
the  Fogarty  amendment  winch  should 
further  improve  the  administration  of 
the  program  to  prevent  its  use  to  depress 
wages  or  working  conditions  or  to  re¬ 
place  domestic  farmworkers. 

The  Public  Law  78  program  is  essential 
to  California  as  a  supplement  to  the 
domestic  farm  labor  force  in  the  peak 
seasons  when  crops  ripen  at  the  same 
time  in  many  areas  and  there  simply  are 
not  enough  domestic  workers  to  do  the 
job.  This  is  the  situation  in  San  Joaquin 
and  Stanislaus  Counties  in  California, 
the  district  which  I  represent. 


budgetary  requests  for  funds  to  enforce 
the  program. 

Originally,  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee  considered  legislation  that 
would  do  three  things: 

First.  Extend  the  Public  Law  78  pro¬ 
gram  for  2  years,  to  June  30,  1963. 

Second.  Divide  jurisdiction  between 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor. 

Third.  Deny  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
authority  to  prescribe  regulations  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  domestic  worker. 

The  committee  first  acted  on  a  meas¬ 
ure  that  would  include  points  1  and  3, 
eliminating  point  2 — the  joint  jurisdic¬ 
tion  that  would  seriously  cripple  and 
perhaps  even  make  impossible  regulation 
of  the  program. 

Later  the  committee  reported  a  new 
bill,  calling  for  a  simple  2-year  extension 
of  the  program,  and  eliminating  the 
original  section  that  would  hamstring 
the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

This  is  the  bill  we  are  considering  to¬ 
day  which  I  support  with  the  amend¬ 
ments  recommended  unanimously  by  a 
special  consultant  committee  to  insure 
that  the  program  will  not  be  operated  to 
the  detriment  of  the  domestic  worker. 

It  is  my  information  that  these  recom¬ 
mendations  are  substantially  in  accord 
with  the  thinking  of  those  who  adminis¬ 
ter  the  program  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  but  no  clearance  has  yet  been 
received  from  the  administration  and  no 
formal  recommendation  will  be  made  to 
Congress  until  next  year. 

However,  if  we  are  to  extend  the  pro¬ 
gram  at  this  time,  these  safeguards 
should  also  be  incorporated  now  to  in¬ 
sure  that  the  Mexican  nationals  are  used 
only  as  unskilled  labor,  on  a  seasonal 
basis  and  not  in  competition  in  any  way 
with  our  American  worker. 

Secretary  of  Labor  Mitchell  wrote  on 
June  24,  1960: 

There  is  ample  evidence  before  the  De¬ 
partment  including  the  conclusions  and 
recommenadtions  of  independent  con¬ 
sultants  who  have  studied  the  problem  that 
the  Mexican  program  legislation  needs  sub¬ 
stantial  improvement  in  order  to  avoid  ad¬ 
verse  effects  upon  our  own  farmworkers. 
My  view  remains  that  the  existing  law  should 
not  be  extended  until  such  time  as  improve¬ 
ments  can  be  incorporated  in  it. 

The  citizens  who  studied  the  program 
and  recommended  the  amendments  to 
Secretary  of  Labor  Mitchell  are  Edward 
J.  Thye,  former  U.S.  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota;  the  Very  Reverend  Monsignor 
George  C.  Higgins,  director  of  the  social 
action  department.  National  Catholic 
Welfare  Conference;  Glenn  E.  Garrett, 
chairman  of  the  Texas  Council  on  Mi¬ 
grant  Labor;  and  Rufus  B.  von  Klein- 
smid,  chancellor  of  the  University  of 
Southern  California. 


B^  The  employment  of  such  foreign 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domes¬ 
tic  agriculture  workers  similarly  em¬ 
ployed. 

C.  Reasonable  efforts  have  been  made 
to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such  em¬ 
ployment,  including  independent  and 
direct  recruitment  by  the  employer  re¬ 
questing  foreign  workers,  at  terms  and 
conditions  of  employment  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

D.  No  foreign  labor  is  to  be  imported 
except  for  seasonal  and  unskilled  jobs. 

Although  there  may  be  disagreement 
over  method  and  specific  language  in  the 
law,  I  feel  certain  that  our  growers  in 
California  have  no  quarrel  with  the  ob¬ 
jectives  of  these  amendments,  that  is,  to 
protect  the  domestic  worker. 

I  have  been  told  time  and  time  again 
that  the  Public  Law  78  program  is  de¬ 
sired  only  as  a  supplemental  labor  force, 
and  that,  in  fact,  the  farmers  much  pre¬ 
fer  to  hire  domestic  workers  if  they  are 
qualified  and  available  in  sufficient  num¬ 
ber  when  and  where  they  are  needed.  I 
know  this  to  be  true. 

My  growers  know  also  that  their  labor 
must  be  paid  a  fair  wage  equal  to  that  of 
workers  in  other  segments  of  our  econ¬ 
omy;  certainly  the  consumer  has  the 
ability  to  pay  a  price  sufficient  to  yield  a 
fair  profit  to  the  farmer  and  a  fair  wage 
to  the  agriculture  worker.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  the  Fogarty  amendments  will 
strengthen  Public  Law  78  by  spelling  out 
in  greater  detail  the  provisions  and  in¬ 
tent  of  the  present  law,  thus  providing 
the  opportunity  to  build  a  larger  domes¬ 
tic  work  force  and  to  retain  the  neces¬ 
sary  supplemental  labor  supply  under 
fair  and  equitable  conditions. 

Should  the  Fogarty  amendment  be  de¬ 
feated,  I  would  support  the  bill  to  extend 
the  program  as  essential  to  a  supple¬ 
mental  agricultural  labor  supply. 

(Mr.  McFALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Rhodes]. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  in  favor  of  this  bill,  and  I 
hope  it  passes. 

With  a  17-percent  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  during  the  past 
decade,  producers  of  the  Nation’s  fresh 
fruit  and  vegetable  supply  have  barely 
been  able  to  maintain  a  comparable  rate 
of  increase  in  their  production  of  these 
commodities.  In  other  words,  on  a 
countrywide  basis,  the  rate  of  population 
increase  is  outrunning  the  growth  in 
production  of  the  most  healthful  sector 
of  our  food  supply,  and  this  trend  prom¬ 
ises  to  continue. 


It  is  important  that  we  take  affirma¬ 
tive  action  now,  since  the  Public  Law  78 
program,  which  technically  runs  until 
June  30,  1961,  would  be  virtually  dead 
for  next  year  if  not  extended  now,  for 
two  reasons:  First,  the  farmers  must 
know  at  the  time  of  planting  whether  or 
not  there  is  a  reasonable  assui-ance  of 
the  labor  required  to  harvest  the  crops; 
second,  the  Department  of  Labor  must 
know  now  if  the  program  is  to  be  con¬ 
tinued  in  order  to  make  the  necessary 


Their  recommendations,  which  are  to 
be  offered  today  as  an  amendment  by 
Congressman  Fogarty,  would  have  the 
following  effect,  in  brief: 

No  worker  shall  be  supplied  under  the 
the  program  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  certifies : 

A.  Sufficient  domestic  workers  who 
are  able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not 
available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to 
perform  the  work  for  which  foreign 
workers  are  to  be  employed. 


However,  in  California  and  Arizona, 
the  situation  is  different;  during  the 
past  10  years,  production  of  vegetables 
and  melons  has  not  only  been  increased 
26  percent,  but  the  proportion  of  the 
national  fresh  food  supply  contributed 
by  these  two  States  was  increased  25 
percent.  In  1959,  California  and  Ari¬ 
zona  produced  37.5  percent  of  the  U.S. 
vegetable  and  melon  tonnage,  repre¬ 
senting  41.5  percent  of  the  value  of  crops 
in  this  category.  This  record  was  ac- 
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complished  during  a  period  of  severe 
decline  in  the  domestic  labor  supply,  and 
only  with  the  assistance  of  supplemental 
farm  labor,  which  was  made  possible  by 
the  enactment  of  Public  Law  No.  78. 

A  recent  economic  survey  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  vegetable  industry  indicates  that 
on  the  basis  of  present  rate  of  produc¬ 
tion  increase,  an  additional  200,000  acres 
of  vegetables  and  melons  will  be  har¬ 
vested  in  1975,  making  a  total  harvest 
j  labor  demand  for  close  to  1  million  acres. 
This  acreage  will  be  needed  if  the  pres¬ 
ent  trend  in  dependency  on  California 
and  Arizona  for  such  a  sizable  portion 
of  the  Nation’s  fresh  foods  continues. 
Thus  the  continued  availability  of  sup¬ 
plemental  farm  labor  in  this  area  as  well 
as  in  other  parts  of  the  Nation  producing 
fresh  fruits  and  vegetables,  is  impera¬ 
tive  if  the  food  needs  of  our  growing 
population  are  to  be  met. 

The  domestic  farm  labor  supply  in 
these  two  States  has  been  drained  away 
by  the  rapid  industrial  growth  of  the 
area  during  the  past  two  decades.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  nature  of  the  work  in  the 
fields,  few  persons  employable  in  indus¬ 
try  can  or  will  turn  to  so-called  stoop 
labor,  even  on  a  temporary  basis.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  impartial  studies  will  prove 
that  the  second  generation  members  of 
Arizona’s  and  California’s  onetime  do¬ 
mestic  labor  supply,  have  been  educated 
away  from  this  type  of  work.  The  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  the  competition  of  supple¬ 
mentary  labor  with  domestic  labor  is 
largely  academic,  as  so  far,  no  domestic 
labor  supply,  adequate  in  numbers  or 
willingness  to  do  hand  labor  in  the  fields, 
has  been  made  available  to  fruit  and 
vegetable  growers. 

Mechanization  does  not  offer  the 
vegetable  and  melon  grower  the  same 
labor  saving  possibilities  now  being  en¬ 
joyed  by  some  other  sectors  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Arizona  agricultural  industry. 
This  is  a  point  that  need  not  be  stressed, 
for  everyone  realizes  that  the  very  nature 
of  these  commodities  make  it  virtually 
impossible  to  mechanize  their  harvest. 
The  electronics  industry  has  performed 
wonders,  but  so  far  no  one  has  come  up 
with  a  machine  that  can  determine  just 
the  proper  maturity  of  vegetables  and 
melons  or  fruit,  then  proceed  to  pick 
them.  Even  the  smaller  grower,  limited 
in  the  amount  of  labor-saving  equipment 
that  he  can  buy,  must  have  additional 
hand  labor  during  harvest  peaks,  for 
I  vegetables,  melons,  and  fruits  are  highly 
perishable  and  harvesting  cannot  be  de¬ 
layed.  Thus,  the  arguments  as  to  family 
farm  versus  corporate  farm  have  no 
place  in  the  consideration  of  present 
legislation. 

Seldom  has  the  Congress  been  faced 
with  the  consideration  of  such  contra¬ 
dictory  and  misleading  statements  and 
statistics  as  those  which  appear  in  the 
hundreds  of  pages  of  testimony  on  farm 
labor  conditions  placed  before  this  law¬ 
making  body  in  recent  years.  For  this 
reason,  decisions  based  on  social  and 
economic  equity  have  been  made  difficult 
for  fair-minded  legislators,  particularly 
those  who  realize  that  the  integrity,  of 
the  American  food  supply  is  in  the  bal¬ 
ance,  and  that  ultimately  the  consumer 
will  suffer  if  the  Congress  enacts  farm 


labor  legislation  which  violates  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  sound  economics.  Objective  re¬ 
search  to  determine  the  greatest  good 
to  the  greatest  number  is  the  only  ra¬ 
tional  solution  to  the  problem. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  Western 
Growers  Association,  representing  vege¬ 
table  growers,  large  and  small,  who  furn¬ 
ish  40  percent  of  the  American  supply 
of  these  commodities,  has  urged  the 
Congress  to  extend  Public  Law  78,  and 
bring  to  an  end  bureaucratic  tinkering 
with  the  supplemental  labor  supply. 

Background  statistics  as  to  the  type 
of  crops,  acreage,  production,  and  value 
for  Arizona  and  California  are  shown 
below : 

California-Arizona  Row  Crops  Top  Nation 
Again  in  1959 

(By  Gerald  R.  Strauss,  editor,  Western 
Grower  and  Shipper) 

California-Arizona  growers  led  the  Nation 
once  again  last  year  in  acreage,  production, 
and  value  of  vegetable  and  melon  crops, 
according  to  figures  released  by  the  Crop 
Reporting  Board  of  the  USDA  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service. 

Vegetables  and  melons  grown  in  the  two 
Western  States  during  1959  were  produced 
on  740,730  acres  (21.3  percent  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  total  acreage  of  these  crops),  totaled 
128,621,000  hundredweight  (37.3  percent  of 
the  total  U.S.  production)  and  were  valued 
at  $437,043,000  (41.5  percent  of  the  total  U.S. 
value) . 

As  in  years  past,  California  dominated 
the  rest  of  the  States,  ranking  first  in  acre¬ 
age  (22.1  percent  of  U.S.  total),  first  in  pro¬ 
duction  (33.5  percent)  and  first  in  value 
(40.1  percent)  of  vegetables  and  melons  pro¬ 
duced  for  the  fresh  market. 

The  Golden  State  also  ranked  first  in  pro¬ 
duction  (32.7  percent)  and  value  (26.4  per¬ 
cent)  of  vegetables  and  melons  produced  for 
processing.  It  ranked  second  (14.2  percent) 
behind  Wisconsin  (15.3  percent)  in  acreage 
planted  for  processing  of  these  commodities. 

Arizona,  too,  was  prominent  among  the 
Nation’s  agricultural  States,  ranking  fourth 
in  acreage  (4.9  percent),  fourth  in  produc¬ 
tion  (6.8  percent)  and  third  in  value  (6.4 
percent)  of  vegetables  and  melons  produced 
for  the  fresh  market. 

California  and  Arizona  potato  growers 
were  also  among  the  Nation’s  leaders  in  1959, 
producing  12.1  percent  of  the  Nation’s  pro¬ 
duction  on  7.6  percent  of  the  U5.  acreage  and 
accounting  for  16.8  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
value  for  this  crop. 

The  bulk  of  the  California  potato  crop 
(14,625,000),  it  should  be  pointed  out,  was 
produced  in  the  late  spring  and  accounted 
for  more  than  half  the  Nation’s  late  spring 
potato  acreage. 

1959  California-Arizona  vegetable  and  melon 
crop  summary 


[Figures  issued  by  Crop  Reporting  Board,  USDA 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service] 


Acres 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(hundred¬ 

weight) 

Value 

Artichokes . . 

9,400 

376, 000 

$3,  419, 000 

Asparagus . . 

77, 800 

1,867,000 

21, 005, 000 

Beans,  green  lima _ 

22, 100 

754, 000 

5,  426, 000 

Beans,  snap _ 

8,  200 

1, 059,  000 

9,711,000 

Broccoli. . . 

26, 800 

1, 054, 000 

13, 004, 000 

Brussels  sprouts . 

4,800 

528,000 

4, 690, 000 

Cabbage. _ _ 

11,500 

2,690,000 

6, 372, 000 

Cantaloups _ 

69, 100 

9, 219, 000 

42, 553,000 

Carrots . . 

25,  200 

6, 769, 000 

27, 916, 000 

Cauliflower . - 

14,400 

2,  351,000 

7,  375,  000 

Celery . 

18, 050 

8,603,000 

29, 083, 000 

Corn,  sweet _ 

20, 200 

1,  527, 000 

6, 970, 000 

Cucumbers _ 

6,200 

1, 242, 000 

4, 965, 000 

Garlic  - _ _ 

3,200 

272, 000 

2,  576, 000 

Honeydews.. . 

6,  460 

1,131,000 

6, 108, 000 

Lettuce _ _ 

179, 800 

29, 904, 000 

108,  402, 000 

Onions _ 

10, 800 

5,846,000 

12, 488, 000 

1959  California-Arizona  vegetable  and  melon 
crop  summary — Continued 


[Figures  issued  by  Crop  Reporting  Board,  USDA 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service] 


Acres 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(hundred¬ 

weight) 

Value 

12, 800 
4,600 
10, 900 
164, 100 
26,  700 
1,620 

444,000 
598, 000 
1,  530, 000 
47,  598,  000 
4,  325, 000 
214, 000 

3,069,000 
6,662,000 
2, 923, 000 
100,783,000 
11,239,000 
304,000 

Not  broken  down 

California  and 
Arizona 

740, 730 
3, 481,  700 

128,621,000 
345, 093, 000 

437, 043, 000 
1, 051, 878, 000 

U.S.  total . 

Percent  of 

U.S.  total... 

21.3 

37.3 

41.5 

1  California  beets  for  canning,  California  sweet  com  for 
processing,  Arizona  cucumbers  for  pickles,  California 
fall  spinach  for  processing,  Arizona  tomatoes  for  process¬ 
ing. 

1959  California-Arizona  potato  crop  summary 


[Figures  issued  by  Crop  Reporting  Board,  USDA 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service] 


Acres 

Produc¬ 

tion 

(hundred¬ 

weight) 

Value 

California  and  Ari- 

105, 200 
1,  392, 200 

29, 478, 000 
242,  998,  000 

$83, 374, 000 
495,734,000 

Percent  of  U.S.  total. 

7.6 

12.1 

16.8 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Barry]. 

Mr.  BARRY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  legislation.  Although  a 
New  York  Congressman,  I  also  happen 
to  be  a  farmer  from  southern  California. 
I  want  to  assure  Members  of  the  House 
that  on  my  farm  we  pay  $1.50  per  hour 
for  farm  labor,  and  still  cannot  get  it. 

My  farm  is  in  the  district  represented 
by  Mr.  Saund,  it  is  in  the  Imperial  Val¬ 
ley  area.  The  farm  labor  that  comes  in 
from  Mexico  takes  care  of  this  vast  farm 
industry,  which  could  not  possibly  sur¬ 
vive  without  it. 

This  is  a  good  bill.  It  is  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  interest  of  the  Nation,  and  espe¬ 
cially  the  farmers  in  this  highly  produc¬ 
tive  area. 

(Mr.  BARRY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
4  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Bentley]. 

(Mr.  BENTLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sure  that  those  older  Members  of  the 
House  who  were  here  when  this  bill  was 
passed  6  years  ago  will  understand  when 
I  say  I  never  come  on  the  floor  in  con¬ 
nection  with  Public  Law  78  without 
some  apprehensive  glances  up  in  the 
galleries. 

Now,  we  have  H.R.  12759  before  us  pro¬ 
viding  for  a  straight  2-year  extension  of 
Public  Law  78.  I  think  there  are  many 
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reasons  why  this  bill  should  be  passed 
without  amendment  or  without  change. 
In  the  first  place,  in  a  highly  industrial 
State  like  my  State  of  Michigan,  where 
we  have  a  substantial  amount  of  unem¬ 
ployment  in  our  large  industrial  centers 
from  time  to  time,  and  where  we  still  use 
some  8,000  or  more  of  these  Mexican  con¬ 
tract  laborers  a  year,  our  farmers  have 
found  it  absolutely  impossible  to  get 
reliable,  skilled,  trained  domestic  labor 
to  perform  many  of  these  so-called  stoop 
labor  tasks  involving  the  thinning  of 
sugar  beets,  the  picking  of  pickles,  and 
the  harvesting  of  cherries,  apples,  and  so 
forth,  from  our  various  orchards  and 
so  forth.  Of  course,  the  committee  is 
well  aware  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
will  not  certify  any  grower  for  Mexican 
contract  labor  unless  all  attempts  to 
find  domestic  labor  have  been  exhausted. 
Many  times,  however,  our  growers  have 
been  certified  to  use  domestic  labor  with 
the  result  that  the  labor  is  unskilled  and 
the  particular  crop  is  damaged,  resulting 
in  practically  a  total  loss,  or  the  workers 
will  come  out  one  day  and  the  boys  will 
get  an  hour  or  two  of  work  in  the  sun 
and  the  next  day  they  will  not  show  up, 
or  if  they  are  temporarily  laid  off  from 
the  automobile  plants,  many  times 
right  in  the  middle  of  the  crop  season, 
and  the  work  picks  up,  the  boys  are 
called  back  to  the  factories,  and  there 
goes  that  crop  for  the  year.  Our  farm¬ 
ers,  just  like  the  farmers  in  other  parts 
of  the  country  that  use  this  Mexican  con¬ 
tract  labor,  have  to  rely  on  a  steady, 
guaranteed,  skilled  source  of  supply,  and 
there  is  absolutely  no  way  they  can  get  it 
except  under  a  continuation  of  this 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  had  some  ex¬ 
perience  with  this  program  in  Mexico. 
I  was  down  there  in  1943  with  the 
U.S.  Government  when  it  started  out. 
And,  I  know  what  the  feeling  is  among 
the  Mexican  people  to  a  great  extent. 
If  you  tamper  with  this  program  or  if 
you  terminate  it  or  do  anything  to  cut  off 
the  ability  to  recruit  Mexican  contract 
labor  in  Mexico,  you  are  going  to  have 
the  entire  Mexican-United  States  border 
crawling  with  illegal  entrants,  the  so- 
called  wetbacks.  I  think  it  is  much 
more  advisable  to  have  these  people  come 
in  as  they  do  now  under  contract,  with 
supervision  by  the  Immigration  people, 
so  that  when  their  employment  is  ter¬ 
minated  they  will  go  back  to  Mexico  and 
not  come  up  as  illegal  immigrants  with 
the  problems  that  are  incident  thereto. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Hoffman]. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  will  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man,  does  he  have  any  unemployed  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  State  of  Michigan? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Surely; 
we  have  them  on  unemployment  relief 
and  they  will  not  take  a  job  when  it  is 
offered. 


Mr.  BAILEY.  Because  under  this  they 
could  not  get  a  job  for  more  than  about 
50  cents  an  hour. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  No;  be¬ 
cause  they  do  not  get  what  they  want. 
Some  families  make  as  much  as  $50  a 
day  picking  cherries.  These  folks  who 
are  on  unemployment  relief,  many  of 
them  work  in  the  resort  industry  and 
then  when  Labor  Day  comes  and  many 
will  not  go  over  to  the  canning  factory 
on  a  job  until  they  have  exhausted  their 
unemployment  compensation.  I  know; 
they  write  me  and  so  do  those  who  need 
employees. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  you  paid  them  a  rea¬ 
sonable  wage  in  the  canning  plant,  they 
would  take  jobs  there. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  No  they 
will  not.  Not  until  they  have  used  un¬ 
employment  and  they  go  hunting  and 
fishing  on  vacation.  The  canning  work¬ 
ers  do  not  get  as  much  money  as  the 
gentleman’s  coal  miners  in  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  who  own  a  bank  down  here  in 
Washington,  stock  in  others  and  have 
cash  deposits  and  a  welfare  fund.  John 
Lewis  fixed  that  by  making  everyone 
who  used  coal  pay  more.  You  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  in  a  wonderful  situation 
there;  you  have  a  wealthy  group  of 
United  Mine  Workers  and  then  you  have 
a  lot  of  people  who  are  on  relief.  How 
can  the  gentleman  justify  having  the 
two  classes.  That  is  what  John  Lewis 
did  down  there.  He  contributed  three- 
quarters  of  a  million  dollars  to  Roose¬ 
velt’s  campaign — do  you  remember  that? 
Where  did  he  get  that  money?  He  got 
it  out  of  the  miners. 

Sure,  we  have  Mexicans  in  Michigan, 
a  lot  of  them.  We  must  have  them  or 
we  could  not  get  the  crops  harvested, 
because  growers  cannot  afford  to  pay 
what  some  of  these  people  demand. 
Our  Americans  will  not  work  at  that 
stoop  labor. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Do  I  understand  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  is  in  favor  of 
the  enactment  of  this  bill?  Is  the  gen¬ 
tleman  in  favor  of  the  bill  we  have  under 
consideration? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Surely. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  what  I 
thought. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Can’t 
the  gentleman  tell  from  what  I  am  say¬ 
ing? 

We  all  know  that  is  the  situation. 
Our  American  workers  will  not  do  this 
work;  there  is  no  argument  about  it. 
The  work  is  what  Fred  Crawford  used  to 
call  stoop  labor.  Our  workers  just  won’t 
do  it.  Go  ahead  and  raise  their  wages, 
and  as  the  two  gentlemen  from  Cal¬ 
ifornia  said  yesterday,  you  will  pay 
more  or  go  without  the  farm  products. 

I  know  what  they  will  do.  They  will 
raise  the  price  of  oranges  so  that  many 
will  not  be  able  to  get  an  orange  peel, 
to  say  nothing  of  the  pulp  inside  it. 
That  is  what  will  happen  when  you  boost 
the  wage.  Are  not  prices  high  enough  to 
suit  you  now?  All  you  will  ever  get  out 
of  these  increases  is  the  opportunity  to 


handle  more  dollars  which  buy  less,  I 
will  say  to  my  friend  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
toya]. 

(Mr.  MONTOYA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MONTOYA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  having  a  few  moments  with 
respect  to  one  of  the  aspects  of  the  farm 
labor  program.  I  am  speaking  of  the 
impact  which  the  importation  of  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals — braceros — has  had  on  the 
employment  of  domestic  workers.  There 
has  been  considerable  testimony  which 
would  lead  one  to  believe  that  domestic 
workers  have  been  denied  employment 
because  of  the  employment  of  Mexican 
nationals.  Many  of  us  contend  that  this 
is  not  a  true  picture  and  that,  in  fact, 
the  inability  of  the  farmer  to  obtain 
domestic  labor  has  forced  him  to  rely 
on  the  Mexican  contract  worker. 

The  need  for  Mexican  nationals  is 
simple.  They  are  needed  to  perform 
those  agricultural  activities  when  there  is 
not  a  sufficient  number  of  domestic  labor 
available.  In  many  areas  of  our  country 
there  has  been  a  year-round  shortage  of 
agricultural  workers  and  the  use  of  for¬ 
eign  labor  to  relieve  this  shortage  is  as 
old  as  the  agricultural  industry.  During 
World  War  II  some  prisoners  of  war  were 
used  to  supplement  domestic  labor  but 
the  enactment  of  Public  Law  78  made  it 
possible  to  legally  import  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  to  supplement  the  local  labor 
force. 

The  latest  survey  by  the  Agricultural 
Experiment  Station,  New  Mexico  State 
University,  indicates  the  present  outlook 
for  New  Mexico  farm  labor  as  being  an 
increase  in  demand  but  a  limited  supply 
of  available  domestic  workers.  Prox¬ 
imity  to  labor  surplus  areas  in  Mexico, 
and  a  national  farm  labor  deficiency 
of  some  400,000  to  500,000  seasonal  work¬ 
ers  annually,  leads  us  to  believe  that 
shortages  of  agricultural  labor  in  New 
Mexico  will  have  to  be  met  from  the 
Mexican  nationals  source. 

The  survey  further  shows  that  the 
composition  of  the  New  Mexico  labor 
force  has  been  changing  significantly 
in  the  past  15  years.  The  total  number 
of  workers  in  agriculture,  including  reg¬ 
ular  and  seasonal  hired  wage  workers 
and  farm  operators,  declined  21.7  per¬ 
cent  from  1947  to  1958  in  New  Mexico, 
while  the  number  of  construction  work¬ 
ers  employed  increased  by  98.3  percent. 

In  1947  there  were  about  50,600  work¬ 
ers  in  agriculture,  amounting  to  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  labor  force  in  the  State. 
The  number  of  workers  in  agriculture  de¬ 
creased  to  39,600  in  1958  and  made  up 
only  12.1  percent  of  the  labor  force. 
Where  have  these  11,000  former  agricul¬ 
tural  workers  gone?  Construction  work, 
one  apparent  field,  increased  by  11,800 
workers  during  this  period.  Probably 
not  all  of  the  11,000  agricultural  workers 
joined  the  construction  trade,  but  large 
numbers  have  made  this  shift. 
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In  the  past  few  years  considerable 
local  unemployment  has  developed  in  the 
mining  communities  of  the  State.  Ef¬ 
forts  to  recruit  unemployment  miners 
for  agricultural  work  have  been  disap¬ 
pointing.  One  labor  user  association  in 
southwestern  New  Mexico  made  a  vigor¬ 
ous  effort,  through  the  employment  serv¬ 
ice  office  and  through  newspaper,  radio, 
and  TV  announcements,  to  encourage 
unemployed  miners  to  come  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  office  for  interviews.  On  the 
appointed  day,  four  workers  appeared 
for  an  interview.  One  worker  promised 
to  accept  employment  but  actually  no 
workers  presented  themselves  at  the  con¬ 
tracting  association  for  employment. 

A  second  association  was  able  to  re¬ 
cruit  11  unemployed  miners  from  Grant 
County,  N.  Mex.,  and  Morenci,  Ariz. 
Eight  of  these  workers  are  presently  em¬ 
ployed,  three  having  left  a  few  days  after 
placement. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  no  farmer 
would  incur  the  expense  of  having  to 
import  Mexican  labor  if  he  could  go  to 
town  and  have  the  labor  hauled  to  the 
farm  on  a  day-to-day  basis.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  costs,  the  administration  and 
supervision  of  the  workers  necessary  to 
comply  with  the  standard  work  contract 
is  time  consuming  and  presents  addi¬ 
tional  problems.  There  is  every  reason 
to  believe  that  a  farmer  is  willing  to  uti¬ 
lize  local  labor  to  the  utmost  but  the  fact 
(remains  that  the  availability  of  this 
labor  is  limited  and  in  many  instances 
unreliable.  Thus,  in  the  main,  the 
farmer  is  forced  to  depend  on  the  bracero 
labor. 

For  many  years  local  workers  have 
migrated  from  agricultural  employment 
to  jobs  in  cities  and  towns  across  the 
United  States;  1  farmworker  now  pro¬ 
duces  enough  food  and  fiber  for  approxi¬ 
mately  25  other  persons  whereas  in  1940 
1  farmworker  produced  only  enough 
for  himself  and  11  other  persons.  Agri¬ 
cultural  productivity  per  worker  has  in¬ 
creased  faster  than  population  since 
1950;  consequently,  fewer  workers  are 
required  in  agriculture.  Manpower  re¬ 
leased  from  agriculture  has  made  pos¬ 
sible  increased  production  of  other  goods 
and  services. 

Expanding  opportunities  for  employ¬ 
ment  in  nonagricultural  work  in  New 
Mexico  have  accompanied  the  economic 
growth  of  the  United  States  in  recent 
years.  The  expansion  of  these  nonagri¬ 
cultural  industries  has  taken  many  work¬ 
ers  from  agricultural  jobs  and  forced 
farmers  to  seek  labor  outside  the  State 
and/or  to  mechanize  their  farming  oper¬ 
ations. 

New  Mexico  has  experienced  tremen¬ 
dous  growth  in  the  building  of  homes, 
businesses,  highways,  and  military  in¬ 
stallations.  As  I  have  said,  a  large  num¬ 
ber  of  former  agricultural  workers  have 
taken  jobs  in  the  construction  trades,  and 
also  in  servicing  businesses. 

There  is  a  strong  reluctance  on  the 
part  of  workers,  although  unemployed, 
to  return  to  agricultural  jobs  upon  ter¬ 
mination  of  their  nonagricultural  jobs, 
because  agricultural  work  is  no  longer 
appealing  to  them,  for  both  economic 
and  sociological  reasons.  A  serious 
problem  exists  for  these  workers  and 


the  community.  When  a  slump  hits  the 
nonagricultural  sector  and  men  are  laid 
off,  they  are  presumably  available  for 
farmwork.  However,  most  wall  not  ac¬ 
cept  jobs  on  farms  after  having  received 
higher  wages  in  nonagricultural  jobs. 
Often  when  such  men  return  to  agricul¬ 
tural  jobs,  they  do  not  perform  satisfac¬ 
tory  work. 

The  changing  attitudes  toward  work 
on  farms  and  opportunities  for  nonagri¬ 
cultural  employment  along  with  the  dif¬ 
ferences  in  wage  levels  between  agri¬ 
culture  and  other  industries  have  had 
serious  effects  on  the  local  labor  force 
available  for  agricultural  employment. 
Farmers  have  not  been  in  a  position  to 
offer  wages  comparable  to  those  paid  in 
the  nonagricultural  industries  because 
they  have  no  way  of  passing  the  in¬ 
creased  cost  of  labor  on  to  the  consumer, 
as  can  be  done  in  other  industries. 
Herein  lies  the  heart  of  the  problem  of 
rising  production  costs  to  the  farmer. 
Farmers  operate  on  a  very  competitive 
type  of  selling  market  and  buy  in  a  non¬ 
competitive  type  market.  To  obtain  a 
dependable  source  of  workers,  farmers 
have  utilized  the  Mexican  national  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  78. 

Now  you  may  ask,  What  about  the  use 
of  migrant  workers?  The  truth  of  the 
matter  is  that  farmers’  experiences  with 
migrant  workers  indicate  that  they  are 
not  always  reliable  farmhands.  Em¬ 
ployment  of  such  workers  has  also  proven 
to  be  expensive  for  farmers  since  the 
time  required  to  train  the  worker  prob¬ 
ably  may,  and  often  does,  exceed  the 
length  of  time  the  worker  stays  on  the 
job.  These  migrant  workers  do  not  like 
to  stay  in  one  place  very  long  and  in 
fact  many  times  they  will  leave  before 
all  work  is  done  for  no  apparent  reason 
other  than  that  they  just  want  to  move 
to  a  new  area. 

New  Mexico  representatives  of  7  em¬ 
ployer  associations  in  1958  recruited  on 
156  orders  for  382  workers  in  Oklahoma 
and  representatives  of  5  associations  re¬ 
cruited  on  137  orders  for  223  in  Missouri. 
Out  of  the  hundreds  of  workers  inter¬ 
viewed,  160  indicated  they  would  accept 
the  jobs  offered;  but  only  58  actually 
reported  to  the  employer  and  started 
work.  After  several  months,  only  15  of 
the  workers  remained  on  the  job  they 
had  come  to  New  Mexico  to  accept.  A 
year  later,  only  two  were  still  on  the  job. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  the  re¬ 
cruitment  efforts  demonstrated  by  New 
Mexico  employers  of  Mexican  nationals 
indicates  willingness  to  hire  domestic 
workers.  However,  their  efforts  have 
been  costly  and  unsuccessful.  Foreign 
workers  have  increased  in  importance 
as  a  source  of  seasonal  agricultural  labor 
since  1954,  although  they  have  declined 
by  26  percent  in  numbers  employed  on 
farms  and  ranches  in  New  Mexico. 

I  believe  it  is  incumbent  upon  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  extend 
the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  In  or¬ 
der  to  fill  the  need  for  farmworkers  in 
many  areas  of  the  country;  areas  that 
cannot  otherwise  come  anywhere  near  to 
meeting  the  pressing  problem.  All  of  us 
appreciate  the  many-sided  controversy 
but  we  must  be  objective;  we  must  do  the 
best  we  can. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  remaining  time  on  this  side  to  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  GathingsI. 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Supplies,  Machinery, 
and  Manpower  held  extended  hearings 
on  this  legislation.  We  reported  out  a 
bill  that  bore  my  name,  that  was  really 
a  committee  bill.  That  legislation  had 
two  parts.  One  incorporated  the  iden¬ 
tical  language  carried  in  the  Sisk  bill 
which  would  extend  Public  Law  78  for 
a  period  of  2  years.  The  other  provision 
was  one  that  had  to  do  with  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act,  which  was  passed  by  this 
Congress  in  1933,  and  the  regulations 
that  had  been  promulgated  under  the 
provisions  of  that  act  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor. 

It  was  felt  in  the  dying  hours  of  this 
Congress  that  we  did  not  have  sufficient 
time  to  go  into  the  second  version  of 
that  legislation,  so  we  deferred  action  on 
that  until  the  next  session  when  we 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  consider 
that  phase  of  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Am  I  not  correct  in  say¬ 
ing  that  the  subcommittee  and  later  the 
committee  felt  that  it  would  be  unneces¬ 
sary  and  unwise  to  bring  in  the  addi¬ 
tional  provisions  inasmuch  as  it  was 
clearly  the  existing  law  and  that  the 
committee  felt  that  the  Secretary  had 
no  power  to  exercise  the  powers  that  he 
claimed  to  have  a  right  to  exercise;  and 
since  he  had  no  power,  we  would  be  but 
doing  a  vain  thing  to  try  to  say  to  him 
that  he  could  not  have  this  power  that 
he  did  not  have. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  We  recognize  that 
he  does  not  have  that  power  to  issue 
these  regulations  under  the  Wagner-  - 
Peyser  Act  since  the  legislative  branch 
gave  no  such  authority  to  him. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right.  We  all 
recognize  he  does  not  have  those  powers 
today.  I  want  it  understood  that  right 
now  we  are  advising  the  House  that  this 
is  a  part  of  the  legislative  history. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Are  we  to  understand 
that  you  are  going  to  put  the  Secretary 
of  Labor,  Mr.  Mitchell,  on  record  as  be¬ 
ing  for  this  legislation? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  am  not  speaking 
for  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  am  saying  that  he  is 
not  for  this  legislation. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  He  may  not  be  and 
he  may  be,  but  he  has  been  supporting 
it  previously. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  You  are  taking  away 
from  him  authority  that  he  already  has. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  will  not  yield  any 
further  to  the  gentleman.  He  has  as¬ 
sured  authority  that  does  not  exist. 
Congress  is  the  legislative  branch  and  it 
has  exempted  the  farmer  from  the 
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provisions  of  the  Pair  Labor  Standards 
Act  and  the  Landrum-Griffin  Act. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maine. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  the  subcommittee 
that  considered  this  legislation  had 
under  consideration  the  matter  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Wagner -Peyser  Act, 
and  that  after  very  careful  consideration 
it  is  the  opinion  of  the  subcommittee 
and  the  full  committee  that  the  Wagner  - 
Peyser  Act  does  not  grant  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  the  authority  to  deny  the 
use  of  Employment  Security  offices  to 
farmers  unless  they  comply  with  such 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  Labor  may 
wish  to  impose? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  does  not  and  did 
not  grant  him  such  authority.  That  is 
the  opinion  of  the  subcommittee  and  the 
full  Committee  on  Agriculture.  There 
were  only  three  dissenters  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  which  is  composed  of  33  members. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  The  fact  that  the 
conditions  of  the  Wagner-Peysey  Act 
are  not  a  part  of  the  legislation  now 
before  the  Committee  does  not  change 
the  position  of  the  subcommittee  in  re¬ 
lation  to  our  understanding  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  that  act? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Not  at  all.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  necessary  that  we 
act  and  act  soon  on  this  simple  exten¬ 
sion  of  Public  Law  78.  It  is  highly  es¬ 
sential  that  we  do  so.  The  Department 
itself  must  take  up  the  budget  require¬ 
ments  this  fall  and  be  ready  to  ask  for 
the  money  necessary  to  run  this  pro¬ 
gram  next  year.  The  fanner  has  to 
make  his  financial  arrangements  for  the 
operation  of  his  farm  in  1961. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  legislation  and 
agree  wholeheartedly  with  the  remarks 
of  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  a  few 
additional  remarks  in  support  of  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program  now  un¬ 
der  discussion.  This  bill  would  extend 
for  2  years  the  Act  under  which  work¬ 
ers  are  brought  into  the  United  States 
from  Mexico  under  the  supervision  of 
the  Department  of  Labor,  to  assist  in 
seasonal  farm  operations  in  this  coun¬ 
try.  This  program  has  been  of  tremen¬ 
dous  value  in  providing  seasonal  help 
to  farmers.  This  supply  of  experienced 
farmworkers  is  very  definitely  required 
to  plant  and  harvest  our  crops.  At  the 
present  time,  such  commodities  as  sugar 
beets,  melons,  onions,  and  other  vege¬ 
tables  can  only  be  grown  and  harvested 
with  the  assistance  rendered  under  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78-  Many  crops  depend  upon 
labor  provided  under  this  program.  I 
feel  that  its  extension  is  imperative  if 
we  are  to  continue  to  produce  these  com¬ 
modities.  I  urge  that  this  measure  be 
approved  by  this  great  body. 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 


Mr.  GATHINGS.  What  are  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  the  extension  of  Public  Law  78? 
In  the  first  place,  it  is  necessary  to  get 
supplemental  labor  to  harvest  food  and 
fiber  crops,  when  domestic  workers  are 
not  available.  The  act  has  almost  en¬ 
tirely  eliminated  the  wetback  menace  in 
this  country.  Let  us  look  at  the  figures 
given  by  the  Immigration  Service  to  us. 
For  instance,  in  1954,  1,475,168  swam  the 
river  and  came  into  this  country  and 
worked  on  the  farms  of  America  to  earn 
a  livelihood.  After  we  had  this  legis¬ 
lation  on  the  statute  books,  the  figures 
show  in  1959  that  that  1,475,168  had 
been  reduced  to  only  35,196  who  entered 
this  country  illegally. 

That  is  the  value  of  this  legislation. 
It  also  benefits  the  Mexican  worker. 
Those  Mexicans  who  have  been  driving 
an  ox  cart  at  75  cents  a  day  will  make 
$7  or  $8  a  day  under  a  contract  to  do 
farmwork  in  this  country.  That  money 
goes  back  into  the  channels  of  trade  and 
it  helps  Mexico  in  trading  with  America. 
It  helps  our  factories.  Those  dollars 
come  back  to  this  country  in  export  trade 
and  it  keeps  our  factory  wheels  turn¬ 
ing  and  our  labor  employed. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Since  the 
adoption  of  this  Mexican  contract  farm 
labor  program,  we  have  fewer  Mexican 
farm  laborers  in  this  country  for  the  rea¬ 
son  that  the  illegal  wetback  entries  have 
been  reduced  from  1  million  to  about 
30,000? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Yes.  We  only  have 
now  coming  in  under  the  contract  some¬ 
thing  less  than  500,000.'  They  only  come 
in  when  it  is  certified  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  that  you  cannot  get  this  labor 
from  any  other  source. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Does  the  record  show 
there  are  only  30,000  wetback  Mexicans 
in  this  country,  when  the  figures  show 
that  we  have  millions? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  That  was  the  num¬ 
ber  apprehended,  according  to  the 
record. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  better. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  This  program  is  a 
producer  of  dollars  to  the  Mexican  econ¬ 
omy.  It  builds  good  will  across  the 
border. 

I  want  to  say  that  the  consultant’s 
report  has  been  brought  into  this  debate 
by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 
He  has  introduced  what  is  known  as  the 
McGovern  bill,  or  a  good  part  of  that  bill 
is  incorporated  in  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island.  The  con¬ 
sultant’s  report  was  before  our  commit¬ 
tee  and  we  studied  it  carefully.  There 
is  an  advisory  committee  already  set  up 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  consisting 
of  48  men.  It  was  created  to  advise  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  with  respect  to  the 
various  problems  that  might  arise  from 
time  to  time.  They  have  a  subcommit¬ 
tee  known  as  the  Mexican  Labor  Sub¬ 
committee,  composed  of  13  individuals. 
Mr.  Langenegger  of  Mexico  came  before 
our  committee.  He  advised  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
did  not  take  the  advice  of  that  13-man 
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subcommittee  on  labor  at  all.  Now  they 
come  up  with  a  consultant’s  group.  Why 
should  this  Congress  be  asked  to  take 
the  advice  of  the  consultant’s  group  in 
this  instance?  They  said  what  we  need 
to  do  is  to  cut  down  this  program  20 
percent  each  year,  and  in  5  years  fold 
it  up.  If  that  is  done,  we  would  not 
have  an  ample  supply  of  food  and  we 
would  not  have  something  to  wear  on 
our  backs.  It  would  be  calamitous  to  be 
reducing  the  number  constantly  because 
you  have  a  different  situation  in  various 
areas  with  respect  to  weather  conditions. 

In  the  Southwest  we  had  considerable 
rain  this  spring. 

As  a  result  our  fields  were  filled  with 
grass  and  weeds.  It  was  necessary  to 
get  a  supplemental  supply  of  labor.  In¬ 
stead  of  the  6,000  we  had  a  year  ago  for 
spring  chopping  at  this  time  it  was 
necessary  to  bring  in  more  than  11,000 
and  even  to  supplement  that  number  so 
that  now  we  have  better  than  12,000 
that  have  come  in  to  do  that  necessary 
work  in  our  fields.  So  weather  condi¬ 
tions  do  play  an  important  part. 

The  report  states  that  this  is  a  low- 
wage  industry  and  they  cited  cotton  j 
wages  as  an  example.  Farmworkers  are 
entitled  to  good  wages;  all  of  our  work¬ 
ers  are  entitled  to  good  wages;  they  are 
getting  good  wages.  We  are  all  in  favor 
of  giving  the  workingman  what  is  just 
and  proper,  that  to  which  he  is  entitled. 
Let  us  look  now  to  the  report.  This  re¬ 
port  did  not  mention  the  increased  cost 
of  producing  a  crop.  This  report  did  not 
mention  the  decline  in  the  price  the 
farmer  receives  for  a  particular  com¬ 
modity 

The  gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Smith]  put  information  in  the  Record 
obtained  from  the  Extension  Service  of 
the  State  of  Mississippi  showing  that 
there  was  a  decline  in  the  price  of  cot¬ 
ton  of  6  cents  a  pound,  or  $30  a  bale  from 
1951  to  1957.  That  report  further  states 
that  between  the  period  1940  to  1955  the 
cost  rises  were  as  follows;  Wages  had 
advanced  200  percent;  machinery  prices 
were  up  115  percent;  land  price  was  up 
150  percent;  and  taxes  were  up  115  per-  | 
cent. 

This  report  indicates  that  what  we 
need  today  is  to  have  more  controls  and 
more  people  to  go  out  and  enforce  this 
particular  law.  A  police  force  from 
Washington. 

I  hope  and  trust  we  will  extend  this 
very  meritorious  law  and  vote  down  the 
amendment  to  be  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  expired, 
all  time  has  expired. 

The  Clerk  will  read  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  sec¬ 
tion  509  of  such  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  “June  30,  1961’’  and  inserting 
“June  30,  1963”. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Fogarty:  Page 
1,  line  4,  add  the  following:  “Section  501  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  first  paragraph  and 
substituting  therefor  the  following: 

“‘Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
authorized  to  determine  whether  and  to 
what  extent  it  is  necessary  to  augment 
the  agricultural  labor  force  in  the  United 
States  by  supplying  workers  from  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico.  Such  workers  shall  be 
supplied  pursuant  to  arrangements  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mex- 
Jj  ico  only  if  the  Secretary  certifies  that  (A) 
1  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at 
the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform  the 
work  for  which  foreign  workers  are  to  be 
employed,  (B)_  the  employment  of  such  for¬ 
eign  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers  similarly  employed,  and 
(C)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to 
attract  domestic  workers  for  such  employ- 
|l  ment,  including  independent  and  direct  re- 
|  cruitment  by  the  employer  requesting  for¬ 
eign  workers,  at  terms  and  conditions  of 
employment  comparable  to  those  offered  to 
foreign  workers.  No  workers  shall  be  sup¬ 
plied  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title 
I  except  for  seasonal  employment  or  employ¬ 
ment  requiring  no  specialized  skills. 

“  ‘In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
title,  the  Secretary  is  authorized — 

“(b)  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  renumbering  paragraphs  (2), 
|  (3),  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  as  paragraphs  (4), 

(5),  (6),  (7),  and  (8),  respectively,  and  in¬ 
serting  after  paragraph  (1)  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

“  '(2)  to  fix  the  ratio  of  agricultural  work¬ 
ers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  to  domestic 
agricultural  workers  which  may  be  employed 
•by  any  employer,  when  necessary  to  assure 
i  active  competition  for  the  available  supply 
of  United  States  agricultural  workers; 

“‘(3)  to  establish  specific  criteria  for 
Judging  whether  the  employment  of  Mexican 
agricultural  workers  in  the  United  States  is 
adversely  affecting  or  will  adversely  affect 
the  wages,  working  conditions,  or  employ¬ 
ment  opportunities  of  domestic  workers 
similarly  employed.  Such  criteria  shall  in¬ 
clude  but  shall  not  be  limited  to  (a)  failure 
of  wages  and  earnings  in  activities  and  areas 
using  Mexicans  to  advance  with  wage  in¬ 
creases  generally;  (b)  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  Mexican  employment  trends  and  wage 
trends  in  areas  using  Mexican  workers;  (c) 
differences  in  wage  and  earning  levels  of 
workers  on  farm  using  Mexican  labor  com¬ 
pared  with  nonusers;’. 

"(c)  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  substituting  the  words  ‘para¬ 
graph  (5)’  for  the  words  ‘paragraph  (3)’ 
where  they  appear  in  paragraph  (6),  as  so 
redesignated  by  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section. 

“Sec.  2.  Section  502(3)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  substituting  the  words  “section 
501(6)"  for  the  words  “section  501(5)” 
therein. 

“Sec.  3.  Section  503  of  such  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under 
this  title  shall  be  made  available  to  any 
employer  unless  the  United  States  agricul¬ 
tural  workers  employed  by  such  employer 
are  paid  at  wage  rates  not  less  favorable  than 
those  required  to  be  offered  to  Mexican 
workers.’ 

“Sec.  4.  Section  506  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  deleting  the  word  ‘and’  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (2) ,  striking  the  period  at  the  end 
of  paragraph  (3),  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following :  *;  and’,  and  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para¬ 
graph: 


•“(4)  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title.’  ” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Illinois. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman,  Does  the  amendment  which  he 
has  offered  contain  in  the  main  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  McGovern  bill? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  amendment  con¬ 
stitutes  all  of  the  McGovern  bill  with 
the  exception  of  the  phasing-out  section, 
the  last  section  of  the  McGovern  bill. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  whether  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
favors  this  amendment? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  Secretary  of 
Labor  does  favor  the  amendment.  The 
council  favors  the  amendment.  Prac¬ 
tically  every  church  group  in  the  coun¬ 
try  favors  the  amendment,  and  practi¬ 
cally  every  other  group  that  has  some 
interest  in  the  domestic  farmworker 
favors  the  amendment.  I  have  received 
a  number  of  communications  supporting 
the  amendment  from  church  groups, 
civic  organizations,  and  respected  indi¬ 
viduals.  Typical  of  these  are  the  follow¬ 
ing  letters  from  the  Friends  Committee 
on  National  Legislation,  the  National 
Consumers’  League,  and  a  druggist  from 
Arizona;  an  editorial  dated  June  20, 
1960,  from  the  Houston  Chronicle;  a 
newsletter  from  the  Religious  News¬ 
weekly;  and  a  telegram  from  produce 
growers  in  California  and  Arizona : 

Friends  Committee 
on  National  Legislation, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  27,  1960. 

Dear  Congressman:  Based  on  Intimate 
contact  with  farm  labor  in  California  by 
field  workers  of  the  American  Friends  Service 
Committee  over  a  period  of  several  years,  we 
believe  that  H.R.  12759  reported  to  the  House 
recently  should  be  amended. 

This  bill  would  extend  the  Mexican  farm 
labor  importation  program  for  2  years  with¬ 
out  any  control  of  wage  rates  or  working  con¬ 
ditions.  It  completely  disregards  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  a  distinguished  group  of  im¬ 
partial  consultants  in  a  report  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  last  year. 

We  believe  that  mass  importation  of  Mexi¬ 
can  farm  labor  without  adequate  regulation 
of  wage  rates  and  working  conditions  has 
far-reaching  adverse  effects  on  American 
farmworkers  and  family  farms — segments  of 
our  economy  already  in  serious  distress. 

Recognizing  that  basic  changes  in  the 
present  situation  cannot  be  effected  imme¬ 
diately  and  that  some  importation  of  workers 
to  harvest  perishable  crops  will  continue  to 
be  needed,  we  urge  adding  sections  1,  2,  3, 
and  4  of  the  McGovern  bill,  H.R.  11211,  to 
H.R.  12759.  The  McGovern  bill  would  pro¬ 
vide  protection  for  both  domestic  and  im¬ 
ported  farmworkers  by  giving  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  authority  to  determine  the  need 
and  set  standards  for  the  employment  of 
Mexican  workers  as  recommended  by  the 
consultants  last  year. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  Raymond  Wilson. 
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National  Consumers  League, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  28, 1960. 
Hon.  John  E.  Fogarty, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fogarty  :  In  our  letter  of  June  7 
we  wrote  you  concerning  the  Mexican  farm 
labor  importation  program  urging  your  op¬ 
position  to  the  Gathings  bill  and  support 
for  the  McGovern  bill.  Since  then,  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  has  obtained 
a  new  rule  replacing  the  Gathings  bill  by 
H.R.  12759,  introduced  by  Mr.  Sisk.  The  Sisk 
bill  will  come  before  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  this  week.  We  urge  you  to  op¬ 
pose  it. 

The  Sisk  bill  differs  from  the  Gathings 
bill  in  only  one  respect — it  omits  a  section 
which  would  have  forced  the  U.S.  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  to  recruit  domestic  farmwork¬ 
ers  to  undercut  area  prevailing  wages  and 
working  conditions.  As  undesirable  as  that 
section  of  the  Gathings  bill  was,  the  dangers 
inherent  in  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program 
are  not  relieved  by  its  omission.  By  extend¬ 
ing  the  Mexican  importation  program  as  is 
for  2  years,  the  Sisk  bill  would  continue  all 
of  the  abuses  of  the  current  program  and 
thereby  continue  the  basic  cause  of  the  de¬ 
plorable  wages  and  high  unemployment  of 
American  farmworkers. 

We  therefore  urge  you  to  oppose  the  Sisk 
bill,  H.R.  12759,  unless  it  is  amended  to  in¬ 
clude  protections  which  would  prevent  the 
use  of  Mexican  farmworkers  to  the  detriment 
and  impoverishment  of  American  farmwork¬ 
ers.  These  amendments  will  probably  be  of¬ 
fered  by  Mr.  John  Fogarty. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Vera  Waltman  Mayer, 

General  Secretary. 

Valley  Drug, 

Somerton,  Aria.,  June  27, 1960. 
Hon.  J.  E.  Fogarty, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fogarty:  As  a  merchant  in  a 
town  that  has  been  wrecked  by  the  bracero 
plan,  I  beg  you  to  restrict  it  in  every  way 
possible.  There  is  no  justification  for  any 
employer  to  use  braceros  on  a  year-round 
basis.  If  no  employer  were  allowed  to  use 
braceros  in  more  than  8  months  during  the 
year,  then  the  employer  would  have  to  try 
to  find  citizens  for  the  full-time  Jobs.  There 
is  no  attempt  to  find  such  employees  now. 

This  is  one  of  the  areas  where  braceros 
make  up  more  than  80  percent  of  the  farm 
labor  force.  Since  the  farmwork  was  turned 
to  them  in  1953,  at  least  10  Main  Street  mer¬ 
chants  in  Somerton  have  had  to  close  their 
businesses.  Odd  as  it  may  seem,  one  of  the 
few  attempts  to  improve  conditions  is  a  ma¬ 
jor  factor  in  the  decline  of  this  town.  The 
Department  of  Labor  set  up  minimum  hous¬ 
ing  requirements  for  braceros,  but  General 
Swing,  of  the  Department  of  Immigration 
and  Naturalization,  offered  the  farmers  an 
out.  He  decided  that  the  braceros  could  live 
in  Mexico  and  commute  to  jobs  here.  Natu¬ 
rally,  the  farmers  approved  of  this,  because 
they  were  able  to  thus  avoid  all  housing 
regulations.  The  braceros  are  happy  with 
the  setup  because  they  do  well  according  to 
the  standard  of  living  in  Mexico.  For  do¬ 
mestic  workers  to  come  into  this  area,  they 
must  accept  a  wage  that  supports  the  Mexi¬ 
can  standard  of  living.  Only  by  lowering  our 
standards  to  theirs  can  we  compete.  That  is 
why  over  80  percent  of  the  jobs  are  held  by 
braceros.  The  law  as  written  never  intended 
for  braceros  to  live  in  Mexico  and  commute. 
Please  try  to  put  an  end  to  this. 

If  year-round  employment  is  stopped,  com¬ 
muting  dally  from  Mexico  is  stopped,  and 
your  20-percent-per-year  reduction  in  the 
number  of  braceros  to  be  imported  is 
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adopted,  then  there  will  finally  be  an  end 
to  the  situation  in  sight. 

Yours  very  truly. 

Jack  Pate. 

Note. — It  might  interest  you  to  know  that 
enforcement  has  been  so  lax  that  in  many 
cases  one  bracero  has  held  the  same  job  for 
the  same  employer  for  5  years  or  more.  Each 
18  months  a  new  contract  would  be  issued 
in  his  name.  The  law  never  intended  this. 

[From  the  Houston  Chronicle,  June  20,  19601 
Higher  Pay,  Not  Mass  Bracero  Program,  Is 
Proper  Solution 

Congress  is  looking  into  the  problem  of 
the  migrant  farmworker — one  of  those  prob¬ 
lems  we  always  have  with  us  and  of  which 
we  cannot  be  proud. 

A  House  resolution  would  continue  for  2 
years,  without  change,  Public  Law  78  which 
provides  for  the  mass  importation  of  Mexi¬ 
can  farmworkers,  or  braceros.  It  also  would 
deny  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  his  pres¬ 
ent  authority  to  establish  standards  for 
wages,  transportation,  and  housing  for  farm 
workers  recruited  by  the  U.S.  Employment 
Service.  The  National  Consumers  League 
calls  the  House  resolution  (No.  12176) 
thoroughly  bad,  particularly  in  that  it 
would,  the  league  says,  permit  undercutting 
of  existing  area  wages  and  other  standards. 
The  league  goes  on  from  there  to  assert  that 
importation  of  braceros  should  be  eliminated 
over  a  5-year  period. 

The  bracero  program  has  worked  well  for 
the  imported  laborers  and  for  the  farm- 
owners.  However,  it  has  worked  a  tre¬ 
mendous  hardship  on  the  native  American 
farm  laborer. 

Its  purpose  was  to  assure  an  adequate 
supply  of  farm  labor  and  incidentally  stop 
the  evil  of  the  invasion  of  “wetbacks”  who 
often  were  exploited  and  were  constantly 
subject  to  deportation.  Its  purpose  was  not 
to  depress  farm  wages  or  to  drive  the  native 
farmworker  out. 

A  case  can  be  made  for  the  theory  that 
the  bracero  depresses  wages.  He  certainly  is 
too  tough  competition  for  the  native  mi¬ 
grant  laborers.  While  the  bracero  can  earn 
enough  money  in  3  to  6  months  for  his 
family  to  live  on  in  Mexico  for  twice  as  long, 
the  native  American  farm  worker  cannot 
live  in  this  country  on  the  50  cents  an  hour 
which  is  the  usual  wage  the  bracero  gets. 
(Cotton  picking  generally  pays  a  little  more.) 

The  result  is  that  each  year  as  the  harvest 
season  begins  there  is  a  mass  exodus  of  Texas 
farm  workers,  mostly  Latin  Americans,  to 
points  in  the  North  and  Northwest  where 
they  can  get  better  wages  and  are  not  so 
directly  exposed  to  competition  from  their 
fellow  Latins  from  across  the  border. 

What  is  needed,  it  would  seem,  even  more 
than  a  program  of  phasing  out  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  braceros  over  a  period  of  years  is  to 
raise  farm  wages  in  Texas  and  other  States 
where  the  minimum  is  anything  like  50  cents 
an  hour.  Surely  $1  an  hour  is  little  enough 
for  that  hard,  back-breaking  work.  If  wages 
were  raised  to  $1  an  hour  the  lot  of  the  native 
farm  laborers  would  be  greatly  improved  and 
the  domestic  farmworker  supply  might  rise 
sharply,  making  the  importation  of  anything 
like  400,000  or  500,000  braceros  each  year 
unnecessary. 

[From  the  Religious  Newsweekly,  New  York, 
N.Y.,  June  14,  I960] 

Rhode  Island  Council  Issues  Call  for 
Action  on  Migrants 

The  legislative  committee  of  the  Rhode 
Island  State  Council  of  Churches  last  week 
issued  a  call  for  action  by  its  member 
churches  concerning  Public  Law  78.  The 
law,  passed  by  the  82d  Congress  during  the 
last  war,  governs  the  entry  of  farm  labor  from 
Mexico.  It  expires  on  June  30,  1961,  but  two 


bills  now  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
would  extend  and  amend  it. 

“The  present  law,”  says  the  committee, 
"has  permitted  increasing  numbers  of  Mexi¬ 
can  farm  laborers  to  enter  the  United 
States — one-half  million  in  1959 — to  the 
detriment  of  domestic  workers  who  have 
been  deprived  of  employment.” 

The  committee  voices  its  support  for  H,R. 
11211,  known  as  the  McGovern  bill,  which 
would  extend  the  present  law  but  with  a 
20-percent  reduction  in  the  numbers  of 
Mexican  migrants  admitted  yearly  until  its 
abolition  in  5  years. 

Another  bill,  H.R.  12176,  the  Gathings  bill, 
is  supported  by  users  of  Mexican  labor  and 
some  farm  organizations,  the  committee 
points  out.  It  would  extend  Public  Law 
78  for  2  years  and  amend  it  to  prohibit  regu¬ 
lations  to  protect  wages  and  employment 
conditions  for  U.S.  farmworkers. 

The  committee  also  cites  the  resolution 
passed  by  the  general  board  of  the  National 
Council  of  Churches  last  February,  which 
opposed  extension  of  Public  Law  78  in  its 
present  form. 

“If  the  cause  of  the  voiceless  migrant 
workers  is  to  be  heard,”  says  the  committee, 
“it  must  be  presented  by  concerned  people 
with  a  Christian  conscience  who  are  willing 
to  speak  out  in  their  behalf.” 

State  church  people  are  urged  to  contact 
their  legislators,  who  are  listed  in  the  call. 
Attached  to  it  was  the  information  on  the 
issue  prepared  by  "the  distinguished  con¬ 
sultants  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor” 
to  the  National  Advisory  Committee  on  Farm 
Labor. 

The  call  was  issued  by  Mrs.  Thomas  S. 
Kraft,  chairman  of  the  legislative  commit¬ 
tee,  and  Mrs.  Frank  W.  Skoog,  chairman  of 
the  council's  migrant  ministry  committee. 
Executive  director  of  the  Rhode  Island  State 
council  is  Dr.  Earl  H.  Tomlin. 


“In  regard  to  H.R.  12176,  the  undersigned 
grower  and  shipper  of  produce  both  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Arizona  is  of  the  opinion  that 
continuance  of  the  bracero  program  in  an 
unrestricted  manner  will  further  encourage 
production  of  surplus  commodity.  The  con¬ 
tinuing  growth  of  many  items  depending  on 
bracero  labor  is  not  only  defeating  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  program  but  creating  surplus 
and  depressing  the  market.  Returns  to 
growers  are  lower  by  far  less  than  cost  of 
production  a  great  deal  of  the  time.  We  urge 
a  restudy  of  H.R.  12176  and  imposition  of 
limits  on  the  program  both  as  to  crops  and 
numbers  of  braceros  permitted  to  each 
grower.  Present  commercialization  and 
abuse  of  program  by  large  growers  and  ship¬ 
pers  to  detriment  of  small  growers  is  destroy¬ 
ing  its  usefulness.” 

This  wire  sent  by  John  Norton,  Norton 
Produce  Co.;  Chet  Johns  Produce  Co.;  Floyd 
Smith  Produce  Co. 

Mrs.  CHURCH.  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  gentleman  that  in  addition  to  the 
large  number  of  church  groups,  con¬ 
sumers’  groups  and  countless  individuals 
seeking  improvement  of  the  working  and 
living  conditions  of  migrant  farm 
laborers,  including  Mexicans,  this  gen¬ 
tlewoman  representing  the  13th  District 
of  Illinois  also  hopes  that  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  will  be  accepted. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  yesterday  I  rose  and 
said  that  I  intended  to  offer  the  so-called 
McGovern  bill  with  the  exception  of  the 
phasing  out  section  which  would  end  the 
program  in  5  years.  When  this  bill  was 
first  enacted  into  law  I  opposed  it,  and  I 
have  opposed  it  ever  since.  Neverthe¬ 


less,  sitting  on  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  I  have  insisted  that  we  provide 
sufficient  funds  for  the  administration  of 
this  act.  We  are  now  in  conference  with 
the  Senate  on  that  appropriation  bill. 
Because  of  the  breakdown  of  conditions 
in  the  southwestern  section  of  our  coun¬ 
try,  the  Senate  added  $60,000  or  $70,000 
to  take  care  of  this  particular  problem 
of  migrant  labor,  which  I  think  is  a  sign 
that  the  longer  this  program  goes  on  the 
worse  it  is  going  to  get  for  the  average 
domestic  farmworker  in  this  area. 

I  also  said  yesterday  that  this  is  a 
real  fight  for  survival  of  the  small  farm¬ 
er  in  our  country.  Here  we  are  passing 
legislation  that  affects  only  2  percent  of 
all  the  farmers  in  the  country;  51,000 
farmers  are  using  440,000  or  450,000 
Mexican  nationals  brought  in  under  this 
program. 

We  were  told  when  this  bill  was  first 
enacted  into  law  that  it  was  a  temporary 
war  emergency  measure  to  harvest  the 
increased  crops  at  that  time  and  that 
there  would  not  be  any  need  to  expand 
or  extend  it.  But  we  have  been  extend¬ 
ing  and  expanding  it  ever  since. 

We  were  also  told  it  was  going  to  help 
the  farmers  in  general,  but  we  are  help¬ 
ing  only  2  percent  of  the  farmers  and  the 
440,000  Mexicans  who  are  being  brought 
in.  Certainly  75  percent  of  those  440,000 
are  going  to  be  used  by  only  two  States  in 
the  Union.  To  me  that  is  class  legisla¬ 
tion. 

I  spoke  yesterday  of  how  this  bill  has 
affected  the  eastern  section  of  our  coun¬ 
try,  as  well  as  the  Northeast  and  the 
Northwest.  They  are  all  in  the  same 
boat.  In  the  Northeast  we  harvest  our 
ex-ops  and  we  pay  for  it  ourselves.  We 
have  had  the  problem  of  getting  the 
necessary  labor  in  peak  periods  when  we 
import  Puerto  Ricans.  We  also  have  an 
agreement  with  Canada  on  Canadian 
help,  all  at  no  cost  to  the  taxpayers  or 
to  the  Government  of  the  United  States. 
The  farmers  in  the  Northeast  and  the 
eastern  part  of  the  country,  and  down  in 
Florida  where  they  compete  with  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  some  products,  do  not  have  the 
same  advantages  that  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  enjoys  in  the  employment  of  these 
Mexicans  at  50  cents  an  hour.  Florida 
farmers  make  agreements  with  the  West 
Indians  and  Puerto  Ricans  and  pay  for 
it  themselves.  So,  it  is  going  to  be  a 
growing  competitive  problem  between 
the  States.  And,  I  am  afraid  that  my 
friends  in  California  are  just  being 
lulled  into  complacency.  They  may  feel 
that  this  is  a  good  thing  forever,  but  I 
think  it  is  just  a  temporary  good  thing 
for  some  of  the  large  growers  in  the 
State  of  California,  because  they  pay  a 
little  higher  wages  in  California  than 
they  do  in  some  of  the  other  States 
using  this  Mexican  labor.  As  a  result, 
the  growers  in  California  are  going  to 
feel  this  competition  as  we  have  found  it 
from  one  end  of  the  country  to  the  other. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example.  A  few 
years  ago  the  State  of  New  York  was 
producing  about  30  percent  of  the  can¬ 
ning  tomatoes  in  our  country.  After  a 
study  made  by  the  university  it  was  de¬ 
termined  it  was  costing  $14  a  ton.  But, 
their  production  has  been  going  down 
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over  the  past  3  or  4  years.  They  have 
been  losing  that  tomato  industry  in  the 
!  State  of  New  York.  And,  in  California, 
where  these  low-wage  Mexicans  na- 
j  tionals  are  being  paid  now  at  a  piece  rate 
that  sometimes  yields  as  little  as  50 
cents  an  hour,  the  production  of  toma¬ 
toes  is  going  up.  They  increased  their 
production  33  percent  over  last  year  in 
the  State  of  California.  By  the  admission 
of  the  growers  themselves,  they  say  they 
i  can  grow  these  tomatoes  at  $9  a  ton. 

The  reason  that  the  State  of  New  York 
1  .  has  lost  this  industry  to  the  State  of 
California  is  because  they  are  using  in 
increasing  numbers  these  Mexican  na- 
|  tionals.  We  were  told  10  years  ago,  “Oh, 
we  will  not  need  many;  this  is  just  for 
the'  peak  period.”  Well,  in  the  first 
year  of  our  operation  we  imported  about 
190,000.  This  year  we  are  going  to  im¬ 
port  450,000.  How  many  next  year  and 
the  year  after,  I  do  not  know.  If  we  let 
this  go  by  default,  I  can  see  it  going  up 
to  a  million  or  2  million  if  necessary, 

|  to  take  care  of  the  favored  2-percent  of 
the  farmers  of  our  Nation.  And  at  the 
same  time,  all  the  taxpayers  of  every 
'  State  of  the  Union  pay  taxes  into  this 
l  kind  of  a  program,  to  administer  this 
type  of  farm  labor  program,  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  our  domestic  workers. 

Everyone  speaking  from  the  well  says 
the  program  applies  only  to  stoop  labor 
and  peak  periods.  We  would  not  be  con¬ 
cerned  so  much  about  this  kind  of  leg¬ 
islation  if  it  was  being  used  for  stoop 
labor  and  peak  periods,  but  that  is  not 
the  case.  Time  and  time  again  we  have 
i  heard  of  people  who  are  not  living  up 
to  the  law.  Mexican  nationals  are  driv¬ 
ing  tractors,  they  are  driving  farm  ma¬ 
chinery,  which  the  law  never  provided 
for,  and  as  long  as  they  can  get  away 
with  that,  they  will  keep  doing  it  day 
i  in  and  day  out.  Instead  of  peak  periods 
now,  we  have  examples  of  some  of  these 
larger  growers  having  Mexican  nationals 
on  a  year-round  basis.  Yet,  right  down 
on  the  border  we  have  examples  of 
growers  employing  as  many  as  a  100 

kmen  and  not  using  one  Mexican  national, 
right  down  on  the  border;  not  one.  And, 
they  are  paying  decent  wages  to  the 
American  farm  worker.  They  are  giv¬ 
ing  him  a  vacation  with  pay,  and  they 
are  making  money  at  it.  Then,  too,  we 
have  been  given  examples  in  the  State 
of  Arkansas  and  some  of  those  lower- 
paid  States  where  the  domestic  farmer 
workers  are  going  up  into  the  State  of 
Washington  from  that  area  to  get  a  job. 
And  then  we  find  these  growers  in  two 
States  asking  for  additional  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  to  come  in  and  do  the  work. 
They  would  not  pay  the  domestic  farm 
worker  a  decent  hourly  wage.  It  has 
been  reported  to  us  that  some  growers 
are  paying  35  and  40  cents  an  hour  in 
some  of  these  areas,  and  that  is  why 
they  are  migrating  from  that  area  of  the 
country  up  into  Washington  and  Oregon, 
in  many  cases  being  paid  $1  an  hour  for 
their  wages.  That  is  the  unfair  part  of 
this  bill  as  I  see  it. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 


Mr.  SISK.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman 
yielding.  Of  course,  I  completely  dis¬ 
agree  with  most  of  what  he  said,  because 
I  do  not  think  he  is  getting  his  informa¬ 
tion  correct.  But  let  me  assume  for  the 
moment  that  what  he  says  may  be  par¬ 
tially  true.  What  will  the  amendment 
which  the  gentleman  introduces  do  about 
the  situation? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  These  amendments, 
or  these  studies  or  recommendations 
that  have  been  made  by  the  consultants 
committee,  will  tighten  up  the  program. 
It  will  help  insure  at  least  a  half -decent 
rate  for  the  domestic  farmworkers  of  our 
Nation.  If  we  adopt  the  legislation  with¬ 
out  these  amendments  we  are  saying  to 
the  domestic  farmworkers  in  our  coun¬ 
try  that  they  are  third-class  citizens. 
That  is  what  you  are  doing.  If  you  vote 
for  this  bill  you  are  voting  to  make  these 
domestic  farmworkers  third-class  citi¬ 
zens.  I  do  not  see  how  in  the  world  any  • 
of  us  can,  on  the  floor,  support  a  measure 
that  will  make  any  American,  no  matter 
who  he  is,  a  third-class  citizen. 

There  is  no  room  in  this  country  for 
such  a  classification. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  find  myself  in  complete 
agreement  with  the  remarks  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Rhode  Island,  I  know  the 
tremendously  adverse  effect  that  this  has 
had  on  agricultural  workers  in  New  Jer¬ 
sey.  I  wish  the  gentleman  would  address 
himself,  if  he  has  the  time,  to  the  most 
important  issue  involved  here,  to  the 
moral  issue,  to  what  this  has  done  in 
terms  of  depressing  the  American  farm 
labor  situation  and  how  little  benefit  if, 
indeed,  any,  accrues  to  the  imported 
Mexican  worker. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  By  statute  and  under 
standards  developed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  we  are  guaranteeing  these  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals  certain  things  that  we  do 
not  give  to  our  own  domestic  workers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  has  expired. 

(Mi\  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  why 
we  can  guarantee  Mexican  nationals  a 
minimum  wage  of  50  cents  an  hour,  pro¬ 
vide  half-decent  housing  for  them,  and 
then  deny  these  things  to  American  citi¬ 
zens  who  are  trying  to  make  a  living, 
who  are  hardly  existing  on  the  number 
of  days  of  work  they  can  get  at  this  time, 
is  more  than  I  can  imagine. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
an  old  tomato  grower,  and  have  had  ex¬ 
perience  in  it.  However,  I  got  out  of  the 
business  because  of  the  fact  that  I  could 
not  get  an  adequate  labor  supply.  So 
there  is  no  conflict  of  interest  in  what  I 
say  here  today. 

The  gentleman  made  the  statement 
that  in  the  California  tomato  fields  they 


get  50  cents  an  hour  and  that  the  to¬ 
matoes  can  be  produced  for  $9  a  ton. 
May  I  ask  what  is  the  gentleman’s  ex¬ 
perience  in  actually  growing  tomatoes, 
and  what  is  his  source  of  information  for 
those  two  statements?  Because,  from 
practical  experience,  I  can  tell  you  that 
the  gentleman  has  been  misinformed. 
Who  pays  50  cents  an  hour  in  California 
to  pick  tomatoes?  Can  the  gentleman 
name  one? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  talking  about 
the  Mexican  nationals. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  There  is  not  a  Mex¬ 
ican  national  that  has  ever  picked  to¬ 
matoes  at  the  rate  of  50  cents  an  hour 
in  California.  I  challenge  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  prove  otherwise. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  statistics  given 
to  us  and  supported  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  by  the  consultants  group 
show  that  it  costs  $14  a  ton  to  produce 
tomatoes  in  New  York  and  $9  a  ton  to 
produce  them  in  California.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  California  has  been  taking  the  mar¬ 
ket  for  these  tomatoes  from  the  State 
of  New  York. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  reason  California  has 
gone  ahead  in  tomato  production  is  be¬ 
cause  within  the  last  10  years  we  have 
developed  what  is  called  the  improved 
Pearson  seed.  We  now  direct-seed  them 
into  the  fields  instead  of  planting  them 
in  hot  beds.  It  is  an  entirely  different 
concept  of  planting.  You  pick  the  en¬ 
tire  crop  in  two  pickings.  That  is  the 
reason  we  get  25  tons  to  the  acre  instead 
of  8  or  9  tons  to  the  acre.  That  is  the 
reason  California  leads. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  such  deep  af¬ 
fection  for  my  dear  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island,  that  I  hesitate 
to  take  the  well  in  opposition  to  his 
amendment.  But  I  do  sincerely  want  to 
point  out  some  facts  that  I  believe  will 
be  of  interest  to  the  Committee. 

I  know  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  is  just  as  sincere  as  he  can  be, 
but  the  amendment  he  offers  will  put  a 
burden  on  the  back  of  the  American 
farmer,  the  little  farmer,  more  than  he 
can  possibly  bear.  May  I  remind  you 
that  all  of  the  farm  labor  we  get  in 
America  is  difficult  to  obtain.  It  is  al¬ 
most  impossible  to  get  stoop  labor.  The 
amendment  the  gentleman  proposes  will 
give  the  Secretary  of  Labor  the  power 
of  a  tyrant,  a  dictator.  Now  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  already  established  tyrannical 
rules  under  existing  law.  The  present 
program  has  ample  protection  in  it  for 
the  workers  who  work  under  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  in  Florida  admittedly  do  not  use 
Mexican  nationals,  but  the  farmer  in 
Florida  has  difficulty  getting  stoop  labor 
at  any  price  and  the  farm  labor  supply 
in  all  of  America  is  important  to  him. 
Let  me  make  this  observation.  In  the 
Eighth  District  of  Florida  watermelons 
now  are  bringing  about  three-fourths 
of  a  cent  a  pound.  Down  in  the 
House  restaurant  today  I  bought  a 
slice  of  wonderful  watermelon,  and 
I  beileve  it  was  Eighth  District  of 
Florida  watermelon.  I  paid  50  cents  a 
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slice  for  it.  That  would  mean  $4  for  a 
watermelon  for  which  the  farmer  in  my 
district  is  getting  20  cents.  That  farmer 
has  to  get  labor  to  harvest  his  water¬ 
melons.  That  is  true  in  California  and 
every  other  State  in  this  Union. 

I  say  to  you,  do  not  press  further  on 
the  back  of  the  farmer  these  rules  and 
regulations  that  make  it  impossible  to 
get  this  labor.  Look  at  the  house  where 
the  farmer  lives  as  well  as  you  look  at 
the  house  where  the  farm  laborer  lives. 
Many  of  these  little  farmers  live  in  far 
worse  houses  than  the  laborers  who  work 
for  them.  Their  economy  is  such  that 
they  just  have  to  do  it. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  The  other  day  some  of 
us  helped  the  gentleman  get  an  amend¬ 
ment  adopted,  and  he  very  rightly  got 
an  amendment  in  to  build  his  entomol¬ 
ogy  laboratory  in  Florida. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  That  is  right,  and 
I  am  very  grateful. 

Mr.  HAYS.  As  a  friend  who  is  usually 
glad  to  help  the  gentleman.  I  want  to 
suggest.  Do  not  push  your  luck  too  far. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  May  I  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  that  I  have  enjoyed 
the  entertainment  he  has  furnished  the 
Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  I  hope  I  have  given 
some  factual  evidence,  too,  because  this 
is  a  very  important  bill. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  When  I  conducted 
some  educational  hearings  in  Florida  in 
the  field  of  migrant  farm  labor  I  found 
out  there  were  quite  a  few  Floridans  in 
that  field.  They  start  coining  north  in 
the  spring  of  the  year,  before  the  school 
session  is  over,  and  they  do  not  get  back 
until  after  school  has  convened  for  2  or 
3  months. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  We  are  trying  to 
correct  this  situation,  and  I  believe  we 
are  making  progress.  The  main  point 
is  do  not  put  on  the  back  of  the  farmers 
of  America  this  additional  burden  which 
I  do  not  believe  they  can  assume.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  proper  to  ask  them  to 
assume  it.  The  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  will  be  a 
burden  that  the  farmers  of  America 
just  cannot  stand. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Matthews] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty].  I 
dislike  to  take  issue  with  the  gentleman 
from  Florida,  who  has  just  spoken,  not 
only  because  he  is  a  very  good  friend  of 
mine  but  because  he  has  reminded  us  of 
his  hazardous  combat  experience.  But 
the  gentleman  has  made  repeated  ref¬ 
erence  in  his  remarks  to  the  necessity  of 
this  program  for  the  small  farmer.  I 
would  like  to  approach  the  problem  from 
that  standpoint.  It  was  the  welfare  of 


the  family  farmer  that  led  me  to  intro¬ 
duce  legislation  to  relieve  some  of  the 
depressing  conditions  brought  about  by 
the  continuation  of  this  program  in  its 
present  form.  There  are  only  about  2 
percent  of  the  farmers  of  this  country 
who  use  bracero  labor. 

Last  week  we  had  an  important  agri¬ 
cultural  measure  before  the  Congress 
that  was  designed  to  do  something  about 
depressed  conditions. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Do  I 
understand  the  gentleman  to  contend 
that  the  small  family  farmer  does  not 
benefit  from  this  legislation? 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  I  am  saying  that 
only  2  percent  of  the  farmers  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  big  or  small,  use  bracero  labor.  The 
other  98  percent  do  not  benefit  from  the 
program  at  all.  I  would  like  to  explain 
that  it  is  actually  a  threat  to  the  other 
98  percent  of  our  farmers. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  I  know 
that  in  our  State  and  in  other  areas  the 
small  farmers  producing  sugar  beets 
chiefly  on  reclamation  projects  are  the 
ones  who  employ  this  labor.  It  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  their  operation. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  The  amendment  be¬ 
fore  us  does  not  terminate  the  bracero 
program.  What  we  are  talking  about  is 
an  amendment  to  protect  the  American 
farmer  and  farmworker  from  foreign 
competition  that  undermines  our  do¬ 
mestic  standards.  The  bracero  program 
has  actually  been  used  in  a  competitive 
manner  to  further  weaken  the  position 
of  those  farmers  who  do  not  use  imported 
foreign  labor. 

For  example,  we  have  the  statement 
from  William  L.  Batt,  secretary  of  labor 
and  industry  of  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania.  I  want  to  quote  from  the  state¬ 
ment  he  made: 

As  secretary  of  labor  and  industry  in 
Pennsylvania,  I  am  equally  concerned  with 
the  disadvantageous  position  of  our  State’s 
farm  employers  as  a  result  of  the  Mexican 
program.  For  instance,  last  year,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  tomato  growers  paid  harvest  hands  a 
minimum  of  77  cents  an  hour  while  their 
grower-competitors  close  to  the  Mexican 
border  in  the  Southwest  paid  harvest  hands 
50  cents  an  hour.  Obviously,  this  situation 
is  unfair  to  Pennsylvania  State  farmers 
since  both  Pennsylvania  and  Southwest  U.S. 
farmers  compete  in  the  same  markets. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  braceros 
are  needed  to  do  stoop  labor  that  Amer¬ 
ican  workers  are  unwilling  to  do.  But 
the  braceros  are  being  used  in  many 
cases  for  work  that  American  workers 
are  willing  to  do.  They  are  not  being 
used  exclusively  for  stoop  labor.  They 
are  being  used  to  drive  tractors,  they 
are  being  used  as  vegetable  packers;  they 
are  being  used  as  truck  drivers;  they  are 
being  used  to  handle  mechanical  equip¬ 
ment,  irrigation  equipment.  They  are 
also  being  used  as  ranch  hands  in  some 
parts  of  the  Southwest  where  on  a  low 
wage  scale  they  are  in  direct  competi¬ 
tion  with  the  ranchers  and  the  farmers 
of  my  part  of  the  country  who  must 
depend  on  their  own  labor. 

Certainly  I  would  be  the  last  Member 


of  the  House  to  advocate  limitations  that 
would  in  any  way  further  weaken 
the  already  depressed  condition  of  the 
American  farmer.  I  think  it  is  a  tragic 
thing  that  the  House  saw  fit  last  week 
to  reject  the  bill  which  would  have  done 
much  to  increase  the  income  of  the 
wheat  and  feed  grain  farmers  of  this 
country.  For  that  reason  it  may  be  diffi¬ 
cult  for  some  of  us  to  support  the  mini¬ 
mum  wage  legislation  which  is  sched¬ 
uled  for  House  action  tomorrow.  It  is 
difficult  for  those  of  us  from  agricultural 
areas  to  vote  for  legislation  that  would 
give  high  school  girls  working  as  clerks 
$1.25  an  hour  when  the  average  return 
to  the  farmers  of  America  last  year  was 
only  71  cents  an  hour. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty],  which  contains  the  core 
of  my  bill,  H.R.  11211,  is  designed  to 
prevent  the  Mexican  imported  labor 
from  undercutting  the  American  farmer, 
the  American  worker  and  the  American 
conscience. 

(Mr.  McGOVERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize  the  sin¬ 
cerity  and  the  high  purpose  of  the  au¬ 
thor  of  this  amendment  and  of  all  who 
support  it,  but  I  cannot  recognize  the 
correctness  of  their  information. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  place  where  any 
Mexican  bracero  is  working  for  50  cents 
an  hour.  I  know  where  Mexicans  are 
working  for  50  cents  an  hour  and  less, 
but  I  know  of  no  Mexican  under  con¬ 
tract  under  the  bracero  law  who  is  work¬ 
ing  for  50  cents  an  hour. 

There, are  estimated  to  be  8,000  wet¬ 
backs  in  the  United  States  at  the  present 
time.  That  is  down  from  about  200,000 
before  we  passed  this  bracero  law.  There 
may  not  be  a  wetback  working  in  the 
United  States  who  makes  50  cents  an 
hour  today,  and  certainly  there  was  not 
one  before  we  passed  this  bracero  law. 
As  I  say,  a  few  years  ago  there  were 
.  probably  200,000  wetbacks  in  the  United 
States.  They  are  the  people  who  are 
here  illegally.  They  are  the  people  who 
crossed  the  river  or  the  border  force  un¬ 
der  cover  of  darkness.  They  are  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  here  in  violation  of  the  law. 
They  are  the  people  who  sleep  on  the 
canal  ditches.  They  cannot  appeal  ei¬ 
ther  to  the  Mexican  consul  or  to  the 
American  authorities  because  they  would 
be  sent  back. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  cannot  yield  at  the 
moment  but  I  will  try  to  yield  before  I 
get  through. 

It  is  my  belief  that  many  Members 
of  this  House  are  thinking  in  terms  of 
wetbacks  in  their  consideration  of  this 
bill,  and  not  in  terms  of  braceros.  The 
operation  of  this  law  has  just  about 
cured  the  wetback  evil.  We  set  out  to  do 
it  and  we  have  just  about  done  it.  The 
wetbacks  have  been  cut  down  from  prob¬ 
ably  200,000,  or  a  quarter  of  a  million, 
down  to  an  estimate  of  8,000  last  year. 
We  are  making  excellent  progress. 
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Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  cannot  yield  just  now, 
I  want  to  make  my  point.  The  gentle¬ 
man  has  interrupted  everybody  who  has 
spoken  and  has  not  asked  any  time  of  his 
own.  I  am  going  to  make  my  point,  and 
will  then  try  to  yield. 

The  wetback  evil  was  cut  down  by  this 
bracero  bill.  We  are  not  proud  of  the 
wetback  condition,  nobody  was,  and  I 
know  my  friend  from  Rhode  Island 
would  not  intentionally  do  anything  to 
throw  us  back  to  that  system.  The 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  and  others 
who  seek  to  modify  this  law  live  a  long 
way  away  from  these  conditions. 

It  is  obvious  they  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  the  Mexican  worker  prob¬ 
lem.  They  get  what  is  happening  by 
reading  a  bunch  of  newspapers  about 
wetbacks.  These  braceros  are  not  wet¬ 
backs.  These  braceros  have  a  contract 
which  is  enforcible  in  the  United 
States.  The  braceros  have  the  power  of 
our  Government  and  of  the  Mexican 
Government  behind  them.  They  are  not 
homeless,  lost  people.  These  braceros 
are  well  cared  for.  They  are  people  who 
can  enforce  their  rights.  They  do  not 
bring  their  wives  and  children  into  the 
United  States.  They  are  all  adult  male 
workers  who  must  pass  very  stringent 
physical  examinations. 

These  braceros  are  doing  all  right,  and 
there  is  no  reason  for  sobbing  about  the 
bracero.  He  is  making  more  money  in 
a  few  months  here  than  he  could  make 
at  home  in  a  year.  If  you  repeal  this 
or  if  you  make  it  ineffective,  two  things 
are  going  to  happen. 

In  the  first  place,  there  is  going  to  be 
a  stream  of  wetbacks  to  fill  all  of  the 
area  close  to  the  border.  They  may  not 
get  to  Arkansas,  they  may  not  get  to 
northern  California,  but  they  will  fill  all 
of  southern  California,  Arizona,  New 
Mexico,  and  most  of  Texas.  Those  will 
be  wetbacks.  They  will  indeed  destroy 
the  wage  structure  of  all  agricultural 
works. 

Then  there  will  be  such  an  influx  of 
Mexican  immigration  as  this  country 
has  never  known. 

Do  you  realize  that  the  present  law 
allows  Mexicans  to  migrate  to  the  United 
States  without  limitation?  There  is 
no  quota  on  the  Mexicans.  All  Mexi¬ 
cans  who  can  meet  our  health  and  edu¬ 
cation  standards  can  come  to  the  United 
States  for  permanent  residence,  and  they 
will  come.  They  will  bring  their  fami¬ 
lies  instead  of  leaving  their  families  in 
Mexico  where  they  can  live  on  a  few 
pesos  a  day.  They  will  bring  their  fam¬ 
ilies  into  the  United  States  and  they  will 
come  as  American  citizens  and  we  will 
have  to  support  the  whole  group  of  them. 
We  will  have  them  on  a  12-month  basis 
rather  than  on  a  60-day  basis.  What 
will  that  do  for  our  present  American 
citizens  who  do  agricultural  work? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Poage)  he  was  allowed  to 
proceed  for  3  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that 
what  you  want  to  do?  I  do  not  think 


it  is  what  you  want  to  do.  I  do  not 
think  anybody  wants  to  do  it. 

There  is  one  other  phase  of  this  prob¬ 
lem  I  want  to  mention,  and  I  will  then 
try  to  answer  some  questions. 

I  want  to  make  one  point,  and  the 
point  was  mentioned  here  a  while  ago. 
You  are  asking  an  impoverished  indus¬ 
try  to  stand  the  cost  of  additional  ex¬ 
pense.  Unfortunately  but  possibly  un¬ 
derstandable,  it  is  largely  the  very 
Members  who  have  never  voted  to  in¬ 
crease  the  earnings  of  our  farmers  who 
are  now  saying  that  they  want  by  law 
to  increase  the  burden  and  expense  of 
our  farmers.  I  do  not  say  that  is  true 
entirely,  but  very  largely.  The  very 
people  who  refuse  to  give  the  farmer  a 
fair  return  now  say  that  that  farmer 
must  take  out  of  his  poverty  and  pay 
a  wage  he  cannot  afford  to  pay. 
Throughout  our  whole  history  an  in¬ 
crease  in  farm  prices  has  always  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  corresponding  increase  in  the 
wages  of  farmworkers. 

Under  this  amendment  if  one  individ¬ 
ual  in  the  community  went  to  Chicago, 
advertised  and  ran  a  special  plane  down 
to  Lubbock,  Tex.,  to  carry  people  down 
there,  then  every  individual  farmer  in 
the  plains  country  of  Texas  would  have 
to  run  a  special  plane  down  there  before 
he  could  hire  any  braceros.  That  is  what 
this  amendment  provides.  It  provides 
that  no  farmer  can  employ  Mexican 
labor  unless  he  carries  on  the  same  type 
of  recruitment  which  any  farmer  in  that 
area  carried  on  to  get  domestic  labor. 
The  big  farms  can  carry  on  those  adver¬ 
tising  campaigns,  but  there  is  not  a 
small  farmer  in  the  United  States  who 
can  do  it,  and  you  know  it.  I  am  sure 
that  this  amendment  was  not  so  meant, 
but  it  clearly  discriminates  against  small 
farmers. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  do  not  want  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  impugn  the  statement  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Dakota.  The 
quotation  from  the  labor  commissioner 
of  Pennsylvania  was  taken  from  testi¬ 
mony  before  my  committee  on  the  mi¬ 
grant  labor  bill. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  have  not  discussed  the 
statement  of  anybody  in  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  What  the  gentleman 
said  was  correct. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  have  not  discussed  a 
statement  by  anybody  in  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
should  make  one  particular  point  clear 
when  he  is  comparing  the  bracero  pro¬ 
gram  with  the  wetbacks  that  come  in. 
Under  this  Mexican  contract  labor  pro¬ 
gram,  these  Mexicans  are  admitted  only 
after  a  most  careful  screening  and  ex¬ 
amination  for  sanitation  and  health.  If 
you  have  a  lot  of  wetbacks  coming  in 
with  no  restrictions,  with  no  examina¬ 
tions,  nothing  like  that,  you  can  well 
imagine  that  we  could  very  easily  have 


some  very  serious  epidemics  with  them 
coming  in  without  any  screening  at  all. 

Mr.  POAGE.  We  certainly  could.  The 
program  has  been  working  so  well  that 
it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  tragedy  to  destroy 
the  program  that  has  done  so  well. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,. I  think  that  my  col¬ 
league  the  gentleman  from  Texas  l Mr. 
Poage]  has  spoken  very  wisely  concern¬ 
ing  this  amendment.  I  think  his  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  problems  involved  was  actual¬ 
ly  brilliant  and  should  be  impressive  on 
the  Members  of  this  House. 

There  is  a  surprising  degree  of  mis¬ 
understanding  about  this  program  for 
using  Mexican  nationals  to  work  on  our 
farms  where  domestic  labor  is  not  avail¬ 
able.  Knowing  that  this  program  has 
been  reviewed  and  renewed  year  after 
year,  you  would  assume  that  somebody 
on  the  floor  knew  a  little  something  about 
it.  The  bill  we  have  here  today  is  only 
about  three  lines  in  length.  It  simply 
extends  the  act  now  in  operation.  I 
have  great  respect  and  admiration  for 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty],  and  the  gentleman  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  who  are 
sponsoring  the  amendment  proposing  a 
gradual  termination  of  this  Mexican  la¬ 
bor  program. 

The  gentleman  from  South  Dakota, 
[Mr.  McGovern]  is  a  highly  respected 
member  of  the  Plouse  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  He  is  one  of  the  most  able, 
active,  and  effective  friends  the  farmers 
of  America  have  in  the  Congress.  More¬ 
over,  he  is  a  conscientious  and  diligent 
worker  in  behalf  of  all  working  people, 
whether  on  our  farms  or  in  our  factories. 
He  has  espoused  and  urged  the  action 
that  now  is  proposed  in  the  amendment 
by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 
He  presented  the  proposition  to  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture.  I  ap¬ 
plaud  him  for  urging  and  fighting  for 
what  he  believes  to  be  right. 

However,  our  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture,  after  long  hearings  and  thorough 
study,  concluded  that  the  continued  use 
of  Mexican  labor  on  our  farms  is  es¬ 
sential  to  the  production  and  harvesting 
of  many  of  our  crops  which  are  essential 
to  the  well-being — the  diet  and  health — 
of  all  our  citizens.  Our  committee  was 
convinced  that,  by  proper  administration 
of  the  program  by  the  Department  of 
Labor,  our  farmers  and  consumers  both 
would  be  benefited,  and  there  would  be 
no  adverse  effects  as  to  the  employment, 
wages,  and  working  conditions  of  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  who  wish  to  join  the  farm 
labor  force.  I  regret  deeply  that  I  find 
myself  today  in  disagreement  with  my 
esteemed  friend  from  South  Dakota 
whom  I  admire  so  greatly. 

Now  let  me  get  down  to  the  proposi¬ 
tion  in  the  Fogarty  amendment.  I  think 
what  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
is  afraid  of  is  that  some  of  these  so- 
called  Mexican  braceros  are  going  to 
take  away  some  American  jobs.  Now, 
that  is  not  it.  The  Secretary  of  Labor 
administers  this  program,  and  he  must 
solemnly  certify  that  there  is  no  local 
worker  available  for  a  job,  before  it  may 
be  offered  to  a  Mexican  national. 
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Now,  if  anyone  wants  to  impugn  any¬ 
body’s  motives  in  the  operation  of  this 
program,  then  impugn  the  Secretary  of 
Labor’s  motives.  You  cannot  hire  a  man 
from  Mexico  unless  the  Secretary  of  La¬ 
bor  says  so.  Now,  how  is  he  going  to  take 
away  a  job  in  West  Virginia,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  or  up  in  Rhode  Island? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  did  not  say  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  know  you  did  not  say 
that,  but  I  know  your  friendship  for  or¬ 
ganized  labor  in  America,  and  I  know 
that  you  must  have  some  regard  for  or¬ 
ganized  labor.  If  I  thought  this  bill  was 
going  to  displace  an  American  worker, 
I  would  vote  against  it.  But,  I  am  saying 
to  you  that  it  will  not  displace  an  Amer¬ 
ican  worker  if  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
a  man  of  honor  and  integrity. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  never  complained 
about  that. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  What  is  your  com¬ 
plaint? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  My  complaint  is  that 
the  continuation  of  such  a  program  is 
making  third-class  citizens  out  of  do¬ 
mestic  farmworkers  of  this  country. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  just  a  lot  of 
bunk  and  you  know  it.  We  are  not  mak¬ 
ing  third-class  citizens  out  of  the  domes¬ 
tic  farmworkers.  These  are  Mexican 
nationals. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  talking  about 
the  domestic  farmworker. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  They  work  under  con¬ 
ditions  that  are  better  than  the  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  our  own  workers  work, 
and  you  know  it. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  is  just  what  I 
have  been  complaining  about. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  All  right.  We  first 
guarantee  that  they  must  come  up  to 
certain  health  standards;  we  guarantee 
them  subsistence,  a  certain  duration  of 
work,  medical  care,  even  burial  expenses. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  But  you  will  not  do 
that  for  the  American  worker. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  not.  Then 
you  would  be  going  far  afield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Why? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  would  have  peo¬ 
ple  running  all  over  the  country  because 
they  would  want  to  come  in  under  a 
program  that  they  would  not  fit  into  at 
all. 

If  you  are  talking  about  improving  the 
conditions  for  our  own  American  farm 
people,  then  I  say  to  this  House;  Join 
with  those  of  us  representing  rural  areas 
to  develop  public  policies  which  will  en¬ 
able  farmers  to  command  decent  prices 
for  what  they  deliver  into  the  market¬ 
places,  so  that  they  will  have  money  to 
pay  better  wages  and  then  to  earn  a 
reasonable  profit  for  themselves. 

I  emphasize  to  the  House  that,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  hourly  pay  of  farm  workers  in  1959 — 
for  owner-operators  and  labor  com¬ 
bined — was  only  71.5  cents  an  hour, 
while  the  average  wage  of  workers  in 
factories  was  $2.22  an  hour.  Farm  op¬ 
erators  actually  paid  their  workers  more 
than  they  showed  in  hourly  wages  for 
themselves. 

It  is  my  hope  that  we  soon  again  may 
have  in  Washington  a  climate  more  sym¬ 
pathetic  to  the  problems  of  our  fanners, 
and  that  we  may  then  restore  to  them 


the  opportunities  for  sharing  equitably 
with  all  other  Americans  in  the  rewards 
of  our  free  enterprise  system. 

Now,  specifically,  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  before  us,  I  submit  to  you 
this  analysis: 

One  provision  of  this  proposed  amend¬ 
ment — subsection  CC)  on  page  2,  lines 
11  to  15  of  the  McGovern  bill  H.R. 
11211 — is  so  drastic  and  far  reaching 
in  its  effect  that  it,  alone,  is  sufficient 
reason  for  defeating  this  amendment. 
No  legislative  provision  as  important 
and  complicated  as  this  amendment  is 
should  be  adopted  without  the  most  ex¬ 
haustive  consideration  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  committee  of  the  House,  by  the 
executive  agency  involved,  and  by  the 
industry  which  will  be  affected  thereby. 

The  provision  I  refer  to  could  put  out 
of  business  every  small  fruit  and  vege¬ 
table  grower  in  the  United  States  who 
depends  upon  Mexican  or  other  migrant 
labor  to  harvest  his  crops. 

The  provision  reads: 

Such  workers  shall  be  supplied  •  •  • 
only  if  the  Secretary  certifies  that  *  *  • 
(C)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to 
attract  domestic  workers  for  such  employ¬ 
ment,  including  independent  and  direct  re¬ 
cruitment  by  the  employer  requesting  for¬ 
eign  workers,  at  terms  and  condition  of 
employment  comparable  to  those  offered  to 
foreign  workers. 

Taken  in  conjunction  with  the  report 
of  the  President’s  consultants — and  this 
amendment  is  stated  to  be  a  legislative 
expression  of  the  recommendations  of 
those  consultants — this  provision  means 
that  if  one  employer  in  an  area  is  suc¬ 
cessful  in  recruiting  seasonal  workers  by 
“independent  and  direct  recruitment” 
no  other  farmers  in  the  area  will  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  employ  Mexican  workers  un¬ 
less  they,  too,  undertake,  this  same  kind 
of  “independent  and  direct  recruitment.” 

This  means  that  if  a  big  corporate 
farming  enterprise  advertises  in  the 
newspaper  in  Detroit  or  West  Virginia 
and  is  able  to  meet  its  labor  require¬ 
ments  by  an  extensive  and  expensive  ad¬ 
vertising  and  recruiting  campaign,  and 
perhaps  by  bringing  the  workers  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  or  Texas  in  a  chartered  airplane, 
no  other  fanner  in  the  area  will  be  eli¬ 
gible  to  have  any  Mexican  workers  re¬ 
ferred  to  him  unless  he  has  undertaken 
the  same  kind  of  recruitment  program. 

Obviously,  it  is  utterly  impossible  for 
the  small  farmer  to  undertake  this  kind 
of  labor  recruitment. 

The  proponents  of  this  amendment 
have  expressed  their  interest  in  the  small 
farmer  and  yet  this  one  subsection  in  the 
proposed  amendment  would  do  more  to 
put  small  fruit  and  vegetable  farmers 
out  of  business  than  any  legislation 
which  has  ever  been  enacted  by  this 
Congress. 

The  interpretation  I  have  placed  on 
this  is  by  no  means  fanciful.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  has  already  tried  to 
put  into  effect  regulations  involving  this 
same  principle  and  imposing  on  farmers 
requirements  for  recniitment  compar¬ 
able  to  those  I  have  just  described.  The 
Labor  Department  has  not  been  able  to 
put  these  regulations  into  effect  because 
there  is  no  legal  justification  in  the 
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present  law  for  them.  It  seems  quite 
clear  that  if  this  Congress  were  to  give 
the  Department  of  Labor  the  legislation 
which  is  now  here  proposed,  it  would  be 
construed  and  interpreted  in  regulations 
in  exactly  the  manner  I  have  described. 

I  will  say  to  my  friend  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  Bailey]  if  you  have  any  coal 
miners  in  West  Virginia  you  want  to  put 
to  work  in  the  agricultural  fields  of 
America,  the  jobs  are  there  waiting  for 
them.  But  they  will  not  take  them. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  we  attempted  to  give 
those  favors  to  our  own  farm  laborers 
that  you  are  giving  to  .  these  Mexicans, 
then  you  would  call  it  socialism. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  But  you  could  not  get 
two  of  your  people  to  go  out  to  Cali¬ 
fornia  or  Arizona  and  take  these  jobs. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Or  to 
Michigan. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Or  to  Michigan,  or  to 
Minnesota,  or  to  any  of  32  other  States 
of  the  Union. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  has  expired. 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
is  serious.  It  is  needed  in  30-odd  States 
of  the  Union.  There  is  not  a  single 
Mexican  who  comes  to  my  State  or  to 
my  district.  I  have  no  personal  interest 
in  this.  I  have  only  a  general  interest. 
But  a  man  told  me  here  today  that  in 
Georgia,  for  instance,  in  three  counties 
in  his  district,  if  they  did  not  have  this 
Mexican  labor  come  in,  they  could  not 
pick  the  cotton.  And  they  do  not  pay 
any  50  cents  an  hour.  They  are  paid 
by  the  hundred  pounds  they  pick — $3  a 
hundred.  And  some  of  them  pick  as 
much  as  400  and  500  pounds  a  day,  they 
tell  me.  They  are  not  underpaid.  If 
they  were  underpaid,  that,  again,  would 
be  the  fault  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  And 
when  they  pick  cherries,  they  pay  them 
by  the  pound  or  by  the  carton. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  these  people  from 
Mexico  were  underpaid,  they  would  not 
come  here.  I  do  not  think  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  would  approve  a  contract  to 
bring  in  slave  labor  to  work  in  the  agri¬ 
cultural  fields  of  our  country. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  have  never  made 
that  complaint.  I  said,  and  I  say  it 
again,  that  when  you  vote  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  this  law,  you  are  voting  to  keep 
down  the  American  citizen  who  is  trying 
to  make  a  living  on  the  farm  as  a  farm¬ 
worker.  You  are  voting  to  keep  him 
down  so  he  cannot  get  up.  You  want  to 
kick  him  while  he  is  down;  that  is  what 
you  want  to  do. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  You  are  accusing  the 
Secretary  of  Labor - ■ 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  No;  I  am  not. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  he  performs  his 
duty  as  we  intend  him  to  perform  it,  you 
cannot  have  any  second-class  or  third- 
class  citizens;  you  cannot  have  any 
starvation  wages. 
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Mr.  FOGARTY.  We  do  not  have  a 
minimum  wage  for  the  farmworkers  of 
this  country. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Just 
last  week  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  voted  to  hold  down  the  farmers. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  He  has  voted  against 
the  farmers  every  time  he  has  had  a 
chance  to  vote. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  voted  for  the 
farmers  until  I  saw  the  light.  When  I 
realized  what  your  commitee  was  doing, 
loading  down  our  people  with  all  these 
programs  that  have  cost  the  people  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  in  taxes,  that  is  when  I 
changed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  2  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Utt]. 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  .1  asked  for 
this  time  in  order  to  answer  two  rather 
important  questions  posed  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey.  Question  No.  1: 
Can  you  cite  any  instance  where  the 
Mexican  national  has  been  helped? 
And  secondly,  Can  you  cite  any  instance 
where  domestic  labor  has  been  helped 
by  the  program? 

The  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
could  not  answer  those  questions,  be¬ 
cause  he  does  not  have  the  facts. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  UTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  did  take  some  time 
to  go  out  and  have  a  look  at  some  of  the 
shacks  that  they  have  in  California 
which  house  some  of  these  domestic 
workers.  I  went  down  through  south¬ 
ern  California  and  watched  Mexican 
nationals  being  treated  like  cattle  while 
they  were  being  selected  for  employ¬ 
ment.  I  remember  years  ago  going  to 
cattle  auctions  when  the  auctioneer  had 
a  cane  and  he  would  jab  the  cow  and 
move  her  around  to  see  how  lively  she 
was.  The  selection  of  these  Mexican 
nationals  reminded  me  of  the  auction¬ 
eer.  I  saw  that  with  my  own  eyes. 

Mr.  UTT.  I  want  to  answer  the  two 
questions  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  did  not  answer.  No.  1,  What 
good  does  it  do  the  Mexican  national? 
I  spend  a  good  deal  of  my  time  in  Mex¬ 
ico.  I  have  watched  braceros  come 
back  with  enough  money  to  buy  them¬ 
selves  a  few  acres  and  go  into  business 
for  themselves.  It  has  been  the  best 
break  they  have  ever  had.  It  is  the  first 
time  in  the  history  of  Mexico  they  have 
not  had  to  import  corn  or  import  beans, 
two  of  their  basic  products,  because 
these  braceros  have  come  back  with 
American  ideas  of  farming  and  they 
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have  at  last  produced  enough  food  and 
fiber  in  Mexico  to  eliminate  the  short¬ 
age  there  was  in  Mexico  prior  to  that 
time.  It  is  a  program  that  as  far  as 
Mexico  is  concerned  has  worked  out 
very,  very  well. 

The  second  question  is,  Where  has  it 
helped  American  domestic  labor?  This 
is  important.  I  can  cite  many  instances. 
There  is  one  instance  in  my  district 
where  an  employer  employs  20  domestic 
laborers  the  year  round.  He  employs  40 
braceros  under  the  Mexican  program  in 
order  to  do  his  planting  and  harvesting. 
If  that  supplemental  labor  is  taken 
away,  he  will  have  to  let  the  20  domes¬ 
tic  laborers  go  whom  he  hires  the  year 
round,  and  reconvert  his  farm  from 
beans  and  other  special  crops  to  dry 
lima  beans;  he  will  have  one  man,  one 
tractor,  one  harvester,  one  thrasher,  and 
that  will  be  the  extent  of  his  operation, 
because  he  cannot  support  the  domestic 
labor  he  hires  without  the  supplemental 
labor  from  Mexico. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  agree  on  the  good 
it  has  done  in  Mexico,  but  one  of  the 
complaints  we  were  given  in  southern 
California  by  the  growers  was  that  there 
was  too  much  of  that,  and  pretty  soon 
they  will  be  coming  in  here  and  asking 
you  people  to  support  some  kind  of  tariff 
bill  to  support  the  importation  of  some 
of  these  crops  that  are  being  grown  right 
across  the  border. 

Mr.  UTT.  That  might  very  well  be, 
but  the  economy  of  Mexico  is  helped  by 
the  program. 

I  think  you  found  probably  what  you 
were  looking  for  in  certain  places,  but 
if  you  had  been  at  one  of  the  places  in 
my  district  you  could  have  gone  in  with 
your  family  and  had  one  of  the  best 
meals  you  ever  ate  in  a  good  house.  I 
know  where  you  traveled,  and  I  do  not 
doubt  that  you  found  what  you  were 
looking  for,  but  in  my  district  we  have 
the  best  housing,  the  best  food,  and  the 
best  program  for  the  braceros  that  I  ever 
saw  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
like  to  see  if  we  cannot  agree  on  a  limi¬ 
tation  of  time  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  do  we  quit  Friday? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  will  vote  for  it,  but 
the  gentleman  will  have  to  ask  the  lead¬ 
ership  about  that. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  was 
considering  you  as  a  leader. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on  the 
pending  amendment  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  1  hour. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

Hie  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  This  is  only  on  the 
pending  amendment?  The  bill  would  be 
open  to  amendment  at  any  point? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Hagen]. 


(Mr.  HAGEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HAGEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  clarify  two  points.  Apparently 
some  people  are  under  the  impression 
that  all  of  this  language  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  new  to  the  bracero  law.  Actual¬ 
ly,  most  of  it  is  simply  a  restatement, 
without  changing  substance  in  what  is  in 
the  law  now.  For  example,  under  the 
current  law  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  to 
determine  the  need  for  this  labor.  He 
has  to  determine  that  this  employment 
will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and 
working  conditions  of  domestic  workers. 
There  are  a  few  additions  which  are 
poorly  drafted  and  for  that  reason  should 
be  rejected.  They  increase  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Secretary,  and  have  not 
been  adequately  considered,  either  by 
the  employers  or  by  those  who  speak  for 
the  employees.  In  that  connection  I 
would  like  to  refer  to  the  position  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Mitchell.  He 
sent  a  representative  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  he  testified  with  respect  to 
these  amendments  before  you  which  are 
adopted  from  the  report  of  the  con¬ 
sultant’s  committee  appointed  by  him 
to-  survey  the  whole  program,  and  he 
said,  “Responsible  and  informed  quarters 
have  raised  questions  about  these  amend¬ 
ments.  Because  of  the  time  which  will 
be  necessary  to  carefully  explore  these 
questions,  it  will  not  be  possible  to  submit 
a  proposal  for  action  in  this  session  of 
Congress.” 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Fogarty,  unless 
Mr.  Mitchell’s  position  has  changed,  he 
is  neither  for  nor  against  these  amend¬ 
ments  at  this  time,  but  he  asks  us  instead 
to  reserve  judgment  on  them  until  such 
time  as  they  can  be  carefully  explored 
and  analyzed  by  the  agency  which  would 
have  to  administer  them  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  which  will  either  approve,  reject, 
or  change  them  on  the  basis  of  a  more 
informed  opinion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  GubserL 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  allotted 
to  me  be  allotted  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Moss]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  wras  no  objection. 

Hie  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Mahon], 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret 
to  find  myself  in  opposition  to  one  of  the 
finest  and  ablest  Members  of  the  House, 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]. 

I  represent  a  farm  district.  Like  him, 
I  was  bom  on  a  farm,  and  I  live  very 
close  to  the  problems  of  agriculture.  I 
know  about  farming  and  I  know  about 
braceros,  because  many  of  them  are  in 
my  district. 

I  have  observed  in  recent  years  a  gen¬ 
eral  improvement  in  the  status  of  farm 
labor.  For  years  the  conditions  under 
which  some  segments  of  farm  labor 
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has  worked  and  lived  have  been 
substandard.  The  bracero  law  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  an  overall  improvement  of  the 
living  standards  of  farm  labor.  The 
bracero  program  has  tended  to  help,  not 
hurt  domestic  labor,  particularly  migrant 
labor,  because  it  has  tended  to  raise  the 
prevailing  wage,  and  improve  living  con¬ 
ditions.  These  braceros  have  done  re¬ 
markably  well  and  usually  get  quite  good 
pay. 

The  domestic  laborer  is  demanding 
and  getting  a  higher  standard  of  living, 
and  he  is  now  enjoying  a  higher  standard 
of  living  in  my  congressional  district 
than  he  otherwise  would  for  years  to 
come  as  a  result  of  the  bracero  program. 
They  have  to  provide  good  living  con¬ 
ditions.  I  hope  you  will  continue  this 
program  in  its  present  form  under  this 
bill. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  I  share  the 
views  expressed  here  today  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  GathingsI  .  He 
has  made  an  excellent  presentation. 
Actually  the  Secretary  has  no  authority 
to  control  wages  and  housing  for  domes¬ 
tic  workers.  He  has  far  overstepped  his 
legal  authority. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  Gathings  bill 
substituted  for  the  pending  measure  but 
in  view  of  the  general  atmosphere  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  today,  I  real¬ 
ize  that  this  is  probably  impossible. 
Moreover,  the  Gathings  bill  represents  a 
restatement  of  existing  law  insofar  as 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
is  concerned. 

Under  the  circumstances  I  trust  the 
House  will  defeat  the  motion  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  and  pass 
the  2-year  extension  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Denton]  . 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendments  to  the 
extension  of  Public  Law  78  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island.  He 
is  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  of 
which  I  am  a  member,  and  which  deals 
with  the  appropriation  for  this  program. 

Nine  years  ago,  during  the  Korean  war, 
when  there  was  a  shortage  of  labor  and 
a  need  for  additional  manpower  to 
produce  food,  Congress  enacted  this  law 
to  bring  Mexican  workers — braceros — to 
work  on  U.S.  farms.  During  the  first 
year  of  the  program,  192,000  Mexicans 
were  brought  into  this  country.  Al¬ 
though  there  are  4  million  people  unem¬ 
ployed  today,  the  program  is  still  in  force, 
and  instead  of  192,000  Mexicans,  ap¬ 
proximately  450,000  were  brought  into 
the  United  States  last  year. 

There  has  been  considerable  discus¬ 
sion  in  our  subcommittee  about  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program.  In  order 
to  find  out  more  about  it,  this  year  we 
traveled  through  the  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try  where  the  Mexicans  or  braceros  are 
employed.  They  work  on  huge,  corpor¬ 
ate-sized  farms  containing  acres  and 
acres  of  crops — not  like  the  family  farms 
we  have  in  Indiana.  We  visited  the  re¬ 
ception  centers,  examined  the  places 
where  the  braceros  lived,  and  talked  with 
labor  officials,  the  farmers  who  employed 
the  workers,  and  with  the  braceros 
themselves.  As  a  result  of  our  study 


mission,  the  following  conclusions  are 
inescapable. 

First,  this  program  has  a  depressive 
effect  on  American  labor.  In  areas 
where  Mexicans  are  employed,  there  is 
considerable  unemployment  among  do¬ 
mestic  workers  and  their  wages  are  lower 
in  areas  where  there  is  widespread  em¬ 
ployment  of  Mexicans. 

Second,  this  program  is  unfair  to  the 
majority  of  farmers  in  our  country. 
Only  about  2  percent  of  American  farms 
use  Mexican  labor,  but  it  costs  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  about  $2.5  million  a 
year  to  enforce  this  program.  Thus,  the 
farmers  using  Mexican  labor  receive  the 
benefits  of  cheap  labor  and  that  gives 
them  an  unfair  advantage  in  their  com¬ 
petition  with  family  farms,  which  em¬ 
ploy  domestic  workers. 

In  this  connection,  many  Members  of 
Congress  and  others  appeared  before  our 
subcommittee  to  protest  the  fact  that  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  had  issued  an  order 
which  empowered  himself  to  protect  do¬ 
mestic  labor  employed  through  the  U.S. 
Employment  Service  under  authority  of 
the  Wagner-Peyser  Act.  It  also  might 
be  well  to  point  out  that  under  the  treaty 
with  Mexico  and  according  to  Public 
Law  78,  Mexicans  are  not  supposed  to  be 
employed  except  in  cases  where  there  is 
no  domestic  labor  available. 

In  order  to  show  that  domestic  labor 
is  not  available,  it  would  seem  to  follow 
that  it  was  not  available  under  the  same 
conditions  as  Mexican  workers  and  that 
would  make  it  inevitable  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  should  issue  regulations 
giving  authority  to  the  Department  to 
protect  domestic  labor  in  the  same  way 
as  Mexican  labor. 

We  were  told  that  Mexicans  are  being 
used  only  as  stoop  labor  in  certain  sea¬ 
sons  of  the  year  and  that  it  is  impossible 
to  find  domestic  labor  to  do  that  work. 
However,  by  talking  with  the  parties 
involved,  we  found  that  there  are  no 
studies  or  surveys  that  show  how  much 
of  that  work  could  be  done  by  domestic 
labor  or  machines,  or  how  much  domestic 
labor  is  available  for  that  purpose.  A 
great  deal  of  that  work  could  be  done  by 
machines.  In  many  cases  Mexican  labor 
is  used  for  work  that  is  classified  as  other 
than  stoop  labor. 

Almost  every  religious  organization  in 
the  country,  as  well  as  the  AFL-CIO,  the 
United  Mine  Workers,  the  Railway 
Brotherhoods,  and  numerous  other  or¬ 
ganizations  are  opposed  to  this  program. 

Because  of  the  many  complaints  about 
this  program,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  ap¬ 
pointed  a  distinguished  group  of  private 
consultants  to  study  the  program.  They 
told  him  that  the  Mexican  program  was 
affecting  U.S.  farmworkers  adversely, 
and  that  it  should  be  extended  only  if  it 
were  to  be  modified  substantially.  They 
have  recommended  that  a  number  of 
changes  be  made  if  the  program  is  to  be 
extended. 

I  see  no  need  for  continuing  this  pro¬ 
gram.  It  has  a  year  to  run  and  if  it  is 
to  be  extended,  it  is  better  that  Con¬ 
gress  consider  this  matter  calmly  next 
session  when  it  is  not  pushed  by  the  rush 
for  adjournment. 

However,  if  it  is  necessary  to  continue 
the  program,  I  certainly  feel  that  Con¬ 


gress  should  adopt  the  amendments  of 
the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island. 
These  amendments  are  the  same  ones 
which  the  consultants  recommend  as 
necessary  to  protect  domestic  labor  and 
to  insure  that  Mexican  labor  is  used  only 
in  cases  where  American  labor  is  not 
available.  If  these  amendments  are 
adopted,  I  intend  to  support  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Otherwise,  I  shall  vote  against  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Cohelan]. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COHELAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  McGovern  amendment 
and  I  should  like  at  this  juncture  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  urge  members  of  the 
Committee  to  read  the  letter  by  Prof. 
Varden  Fuller,  of  the  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  which  is  inserted  in  the  hearing 
record  page  293.  I  shall  quote  a  para¬ 
graph  or  two  if  time  allows. 

All  of  this  legislation  has  direct  bear¬ 
ing  on  the  problem  of  migrant  farm  labor 
and  the  incredible  and  disgusting  condi¬ 
tions  which  exist  today  in  the  United 
States.  I  am  talking  about  the  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  children  of  migrant  farm 
labor  families — no  one  knows  if  they 
number  400,000  or  a  half  million  or 
more — who  work  in  the  fields  as  young  as 
7  and  8  years,  who  live  in  coops  and 
trucks  and  know  no  homes,  who  live  in 
filth  and  disease,  who  attend  school  only 
occasionally,  if  at  all. 

I  am  talking  about  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  more  adult  American  citizens  who 
in  1957  worked  an  average  of  only  125 
days  per  year,  with  only  a  few  additional 
days  of  work  off  the  farm,  and  whose 
average  real  wage  per  day  was  $4.91,  and 
whose  average  total  annual  income  was 
$738  for  farmwork. 

These  figures  are  all  cited  in  the  hear¬ 
ing,  and  I  would  urge  all  of  you  to  read 
them.  Let  me  quote  from  Professor 
Fuller’s  testimony. 

2.  According  to  the  statistics  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  hired  farm- 
work  force  has  not  declined  in  proportion  to 
declining  farm  labor  needs  and  average  farm 
employment  per  worker  has  fallen.  Hence, 
as  the  importation  volume  has  built  up, 
wastefulness  in  utilization  has  grown  ever 
worse. 

3.  Our  failure  to  utilize  domestic  labor 
effectively  means  a  loss  to  the  individuals 
concerned  and  to  the  national  economy 
which  can  be  conservatively  estimated  at  not 
less  than  a  billion  dollars  per  year.  This  is 
a  substantial  sum  and  is  especially  signifi¬ 
cant  to  people  whose  opportunities  are  so 
limited  that  they  spend  more  time  looking 
and  waiting  for  work  than  working  and  are 
seldom  able  to  earn  as  much  as  $1,000  per 
year. 

I  urge  support  of  the  amendment. 

By  a  series  of  statutory  exclusions,  farm¬ 
workers  are  made  the  most  defenseless  major 
occupational  category  in  America.  The 
farmworker’s  inherent  American  right  of 
self-dependence  and  self-determination  is 
further  infringed  upon  when  the  power  and 
authority  of  the  National  Government  are 
invoked  to  aggravate  his  defenseless  position 
by  flooding  his  labor  market  and  discrlmina- 
torily  subjecting  him  to  competition  that  the 
more  powerful  and  better  situated  occupa¬ 
tional  categories  of  the  American  labor  force 
do  not  have  to  confront. 
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As  long  as  alien  contract  importation 
offers  a  temporary  solution  of  farm-labor- 
supply  problems,  it  is  unrealistic  to  expect 
that  any  progress  will  be  made  upon  basic 
and  fundamental  solutions.  Consequently, 
it  is  important  that  an  affirmative  and  fair 
agricultural  manpower  policy  be  adopted. 
Committing  the  present  Public  Law  78  pro¬ 
gram  to  a  gradual  but  definite  termination 
is  the  first  and  indispensible  step  toward 
this  objective, 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  figures  I  quoted 
earlier  were  developed  from  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  statistics.  Unfortunately, 
there  are  statistics  and  more  statistics 
available  on  the  subject  of  migrant  farm 
labor,  and  virtually  all  of  them  are  in¬ 
complete,  confused,  and  divergent.  This 
fact  itself  is  actually  symptomatic  of  the 
problem,  for  the  lives  and  conditions  and 
numbers  of  the  displaced  persons  who  are 
American  migrant  farm  laborers  are  ob¬ 
scure,  ignored,  and  overlooked,  almost  as 
if  they  were  outside  society  altogether. 

The  long-range  effect  of  Public  Law  78 
has  been  to  create  a  surplus  of  cheap 
labor  by  the  importation  of  foreign  farm 
labor  from  Mexico.  Domestic  farm  la¬ 
borers  have  been  driven  into  migrancy, 
|  leaving  their  homes  hunting  jobs  which 
'  pay  a  living  wage,  or  just  for  jobs  alone, 
regardless  of  the  pay  involved.  Enacted 
as  a  temporary  measure  to  assure  against 
uncertainties  of  farm-labor  supply  dur¬ 
ing  the  Korean  emergency,  it  is  still 
being  used  to  bring  more  and  more  Mexi¬ 
can  labor  into  the  country. 

The  McGovern  bill  would  phase  out 
this  program  completely,  giving  em¬ 
ployers  5  years  to  adapt.  The  Sisk 
measure  would  continue  the  program 
as  is. 

Furthermore,  the  McGovern  bill  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  es¬ 
tablish  standards  to  assure  that  no  Mexi¬ 
can  braceros  will  be  used  to  cut  wages, 
conditions,  or  employment  opportunities 
of  domestic  farmworkers  during  the 
5-year  phase-out  period.  This  means 
that  with  strong  administrative  action 
we  can  expect  immediate  and  direct 
action  if  the  McGovern  bill  is  passed. 

In  contrast,  the  Sisk  bill  does  nothing 
|  to  implement  the  authority  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor. 

I  do  not  know  of  a  more  black-and- 
white  issue  than  the  one  involved  here. 
I  urge  passage  of  a  measure  to  phase  out 
the  importation  of  Mexican  farm  labor 
and,  in  the  meantime,  strengthen  admin¬ 
istrative  authority  to  protect  American 
farmworkers. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  allot¬ 
ted  me  be  given  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven], 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  time  allotted  me  be  given  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven], 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Breeding], 


Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Chairman,  not 
over  an  hour  ago  I  had  lunch  with  two 
beetgrowers  from  my  district  who  rep¬ 
resent  the  Southwest  Irrigation  Associ¬ 
ation  in  opposition  to  this  amendment 
and  in  opposition  to  what  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern] 
stated. 

These  gentlemen  told  me  that  the 
Mexican  nationals  who  come  into  their 
area  draw  approximately  a  little  over  $1 
per  hour  for  the  work  they  do,  because 
most  of  it  is  done  on  a  contract  basis.  It 
gives  them  a  little  over  $1  an  hour.  They 
are  not  allowed  by  rule  and  regulation 
of  the  Department  of  Labor  to  let  these 
men  operate  tractors  or  trucks.  They 
do  entirely  stoop  labor.  They  are  also 
regulated  so  far  as  housing  accommo¬ 
dations  are  concerned,  which  are  set  up 
by  the  Department  of  Labor. 

I  asked  these  gentlemen  what  would 
happen  if  they  did  not  have  this  labor. 
“Well,”  they  said,  “we  would  quit  ship¬ 
ping  Honeydew  or  Rocky  Ford  melons 
to  the  East,  we  would  quit  shipping 
trainloads  of  onions,  we  would  quit  ship¬ 
ping  sugar  beets  to  the  factories,  and 
certainly  a  lot  of  Irish  potatoes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment,  and  I  am  for  the  bill . 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  yield  my  time  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Santangelo]  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  Island? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Santangelo], 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  offer  an  amendment  to  the  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Santangelo  at 
the  end  of  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Fogarty  add  the  following  new  section: 

“Sec.  5.  That  section  501  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
deleting  the  first  paragraph  and  substitut¬ 
ing  therefor  the  following  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  501.  That  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
shall  not  authorize  the  entry  of  Mexican 
nationals  for  farm  labor  except  for  the  cul¬ 
tivation  and  harvest  of  food  supplies.’  “ 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  supporting  the  Fogarty  amend¬ 
ment  because  I  think  it  is  a  protection 
for  the  domestic  worker.  The  joker  in 
this  bill  which  no  one  has  noticed  and 
which  nobody  has  seemed  to  talk  about 
is  that  the  Mexican  nationals,  or  60 
percent  of  the  braceros,  work  on  cotton 
farms. 

Since  this  program  was  started  In 
1949,  the  number  of  braceros  has  risen 
from  about  107,000  to  437,000.  60  per¬ 
cent  of  these  Mexican  nationals  are 
working  on  cotton  farms  and  not  on  food 
farms  which  are  producing  our  pro¬ 
visions,  not  on  those  farms  which  are 
producing  perishables. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  well  known  fact 
that  we  have  an  abundance  of  cotton 
stored  in  our  warehouses.  We  have  over 
769  million  pounds  of  cotton  stored  in 
the  warehouses  of  the  United  States. 
Over  5  million  bales  are  owned  by  CCC. 
We  are  giving  this  commodity  a  price 
subsidy,  we  are  also  trying  to  hold  the 


farmers’  production  down  by  reducing 
the  number  of  acres  which  they  plant 
and  we  urge  them  to  reduce  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  cotton  which  they  are  pro¬ 
ducing. 

Now,  what  are  we  doing  by  this  pro¬ 
gram?  We  are  taking  cheap  Mexican 
labor  coming  into  5  States  and  we  are 
letting  them  work  on  cotton  farms 
where  the  farmer  can  produce  more,  so 
that  we  can  subsidize  them  by  giving 
them  price  supports  and  paying  storage 
charges  for  cotton  which  the  merchants 
now  have  in  warehouses. 

Let  us  look  at  the  5  States  that  are 
using  these  braceros:  Arizona,  Arkansas, 
California,  Texas,  and  New  Mexico. 
The  testimony  in  the  record  indicates 
that  100,000  American  citizens  fled  in 
the  face  of  these  braceros  coming  in 
under  this  program.  One  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  American  workers  have  been  dis¬ 
placed  by  this  program.  They  talk 
about  the  food  supply,  but  they  do  not 
talk  about  the  cotton  situation. 

I  was  looking  at  the  U.S.  News  & 
World  Report  and  I  noticed  that  Cali¬ 
fornia,  which  has  been  most  vociferous 
in  opposing  the  Fogarty  amendment,  in 
the  last  10  years  increased  its  popula¬ 
tion  by  over  4  million;  it  has  now  over 
15  million  people,  and  yet  they  say  there 
is  a  shortage  of  manpower  to  work  on 
the  farms.  Arizona  increased  its  popu¬ 
lation  71  percent;  Texas  increased  its 
by  23  percent,  now  over  9!/2  million  peo¬ 
ple.  These  are  the  States  that  are  get¬ 
ting  the  benefit  of  these  braceros.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  in  connection  with  perish¬ 
ables  it  might  be  necessary  to  have  for¬ 
eign  workers  on  the  farms  in  many 
places  to  prevent  their  loss  but  it  is  dif¬ 
ferent  with  respect  to  cotton,  because 
cotton  is  not  perishable.  I  think  the 
amendment  is  unjustified.  I  support  the 
Fogarty  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Jones]. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  with  all  due  respect  for  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York,  I  would  just  like  to 
say  that  it  is  rather  typical,  I  think,  of 
many  people  who  have  been  opposing 
this  program.  It  has  been  my  observa¬ 
tion  that  most  of  the  people  who  oppose 
this  program  know  absolutely  nothing 
about  how  it  works.  They  have  been 
swayed  by  the  do-gooders  who  are  try¬ 
ing  to  go  about  the  country  abusing  a 
program. 

.  Now,  with  reference  to  cotton  I  want 
to  say  this:  I  come  from  a  section  where 
cotton  is  the  principal  crop.  This  year, 
if  we  have  a  normal  season,  we  will 
have  no  need  at  all  to  import  any  labor, 
despite  the  fact  that  within  the  last  10 
years  we  have  lost  8,000  population  in 
my  county,  8,000  in  the  adjoining  county, 
and  7,000  in  the  county  above.  Those 
three  counties  produce  over  half  of  the 
cotton  produced  in  my  district.  In  a 
normal  year  we  would  not  need  any  im¬ 
portation  of  labor,  but  if  we  should  have 
a  wet  fall,  it  would  be  necessary  to  im¬ 
port  labor,  because  the  labor  is  not  there. 
I  think  you  would  be  doing  a  serious  in¬ 
justice  to  the  farmers — and  they  are 
small  farmers — who  have  made  a  crop, 
who  have  put  their  time,  their  effort. 
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their  money  into  the  planting  and  the 
fertilization  and  the  cultivation  of  it  and 
have  their  crop  made  and  then,  because 
we  are  unable  to  get  the  labor  to  harvest 
that  crop,  be  deprived  of  bringing  in 
people  to  it.  I  do  not  think  the  gentle¬ 
man  intentionally  meant  to  do  that,  but 
you  would  be  doing  a  great  injustice  to 
a  large  number  of  people  who  are  en¬ 
tirely  dependent  upon  imported  labor, 
and  I  do  not  think  the  gentleman  would 
want  to  have  that  injustice  done. 
Therefore,  I  think  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  should  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon 
[Mrs.  Green]. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  my  opposition  to  the  extension  of 
this  public  law  I  think  can  be  summed 
up  in  a  paragraph  in  a  letter  from  the 
National  Consumers  League: 

This  is  a  shocking  and  incredible  piece  of 
legislation  in  our  opinion.  It  would  con¬ 
tinue  the  importation  of  Mexican  farm 
workers — some  half  million  now  are  imported 
each  year- — despite  the  evidence  compiled  by 
distinguished  citizens  that  this  program 
causes  severe  poverty,  unemployment,  and 
underemployment  among  domestic  farm 
workers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
McGovern-Fogarty  amendment.  I  think 
it  would  be  an  improvement  to  the  bill. 

If  I  may  comment  briefly  on  a  visit  I 
made  to  a  Mexican  labor  camp  last  fall; 
first  of  all,  there  was,  in  my  opinion,  a 
violation  of  the  law.  The  law,  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  it,  says  that  no  Mexican  na¬ 
tional  may  be  brought  in  if  domestic  la¬ 
bor  is  available.  Yet,  two  days  previously 
they  sent  back  the  Texas  domestic  work- 
el's  and  retained  40  Mexican  nationals  at 
this  camp.  I  thought  there  was  great 
exploitation  of  the  workers.  They  were 
charged  $1.75  a  day  for  their  food.  At 
noon  they  received  a  bologna  and 
cheese  sandwich,  which  is  not  in  the 
Mexican  diet,  and  the  concessionaire 
then  sold  them  tortillas  (this  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  daily  charge  of  $1.75). 

The  living  conditions  were  not  good; 
there  was  filth  all  round. 

Because  pay  was  on  a  piecemeal 
basis,  the  Mexican  nationals  claimed 
they  were  given  poor  places  to  pick  the 
fruit  and  they  could  not  earn  as  much 
as  the  domestic  workers  who  were  given 
better  trees. 

It  is  my  contention  that  inherent  in 
this  program  is  gross  exploitation. 

In  conclusion,  may  I  say,  that  if  decent 
wages  were  paid,  there  would  be  plenty 
of  domestic  workers  and  there  would  be 
no  need  to  import  the  Mexican  nationals. 

I  oppose  the  extension  of  this  law  for 
2  more  years  or  even  1  more  year — if 
these  amendments  cannot  be  adopted. 

Our  State  labor  commissioner  and  his 
assistant,  Tom  Current,  have  made  a  de¬ 
tailed  study  of  the  migrant  workers— 
both  domestic  and  Mexican  nationals. 
In  a  hearing  conducted  by  Secretary  of 
Labor  Mitchell,  Commissioner  Norm  Nil- 
sen  had  this  to  say: 

We  in  Oregon  have  made  a  close  study 
of  the  conditions  of  migratory  farmworkers 
and  can  cite  them,  chapter  and  verse.  How¬ 
ever,  every  State  in  which  any  study  has 
been  made  has  found  conditions  similar,  or 
worse,  to  those  found  in  the  State  of  Ore¬ 


gon.  A  number  of  State  agencies,  at  the 
request  of  a  State  legislative  interim  study 
committee,  conducted  the  extensive  survey 
in  1958  which  led  to  the  accumulation  of  a 
mountain  of  information  on  conditions  in 
Oregon.  The  bureau  of  labor  interviewed 
over  1,200  migrants  in  a  scientific  sampling 
of  this  State’s  sizable  migrant  population. 
In  doing  so,  staff  members  of  my  department 
worked  long  hours,  7  days  a  week,  during 
many  weeks— they  lived  with  the  migrants, 
worked  in  the  fields  with  them  and  sought 
them  out  wherever  they  were — in  the  camps, 
in  the  fields,  even  in  the  railroad  jungles 
and  the  taverns  if  that  was  where  they  were. 
Other  agencies  took  assignments  related  to 
their  jurisdiction. 

In  Oregon  the  public  employment  service 
is  not  under  the  bureau  of  labor.  This 
separate  department,  therefore,  had  a  dif¬ 
ferent  assignment  from  ours.  The  State 
employment  service  interviewed  over  4,000 
growers  with  respect  to  their  problems  and 
their  viewpoint.  The  welfare  department 
talked  to  all  of  the  migrant  applicants  for 
aid  during  a  2-month  period  throughout 
the  State.  The  board  of  health  interviewed 
2,000  migrants  relative  to  their  health  and 
checked  the  sanitation  of  a  large  number  of 
camps  and  fields.  The  industrial  accident 
commission  checked  over  500  trucks  and 
buses  for  safety. 

The  following  comments  relate  in  very 
brief  form  the  findings  of  these  agencies 
pertinent  to  the  three  major  areas  treated 
by  the  regulations  proposed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  at  this  hearing. 

HOUSING - TITLE  20,  CHAPTER  V,  SECTION 

602.9(D) 

The  Oregon  State  Board  of  Health  re¬ 
ported  that  over  one-quarter  of  all  migrant 
housing  facilities  in  their  survey  sample 
were  in  a  condition,  or  of  a  type,  which  were 
so  unsatisfactory  as  to  be  menaces  to  the 
public  health  of  the  State  of  Oregon.  The 
board  of  health,  moreover,  showed  that 
many,  many  more  than  one-quarter  of  the 
facilities  were  unsatisfactory  in  one  respect 
or  another,  conditions  which  also  would  be 
considered  as  unhealthful. 

The  bureau  of  labor  found  in  one  county, 
for  example,  14  percent  of  the  migrant  popu¬ 
lation  had  no  shelter  other  than  bedding 
rolls,  tarp  and  stick  arrangements,  or  per¬ 
sonal  automobiles.  This  14  percent  in¬ 
cluded  many  family  groups  and  the  total 
migrant  population  at  the  time  in  this 
county  exceeded  3,000.  This  same  county 
housed  nearly  one-quarter  of  their  migrant 
population  in  tents,  some  of  which  were 
large  platform  tents,  but  many  of  which 
were  ordinary  camping  equipment. 

The  bureau  of  labor  found  throughout  the 
State  that  a  one-room  cabin  was  the  typical 
situation  for  a  family,  or  for  three  ore  four 
single  migrants.  Of  those  family  heads  and 
singles  in  buildings  of  one  kind  or  another 
in  our  survey  sample,  75  percent  were  in 
one-room  cabins.  Sixty-five  percent  of  the 
families  were  in  one-room  cabins.  We  found 
these  families,  approximately  650  rooms,  or 
an  average  of  4.7  people  per  room. 

We  took  no  average  measurement  informa¬ 
tion  on  the  size  of  the  cabins,  but  anyone 
familiar  with  migrant  housing  knows  that 
the  cabins  are  extremely  small.  In  this  one 
room,  the  parents  eat  and  sleep,  feed  and  bed 
their  children,  entertain  their  friends,  store 
their  belongings,  and  breed  and  bear  more 
children. 

Although  the  Oregon  Board  of  Health  sur¬ 
vey,  even  more  than  the  bureau  of  labor  sur¬ 
vey,  contains  conclusive  information,  the 
Oregon  State  Employment  Service  survey 
adds  insight  into  the  economic  context  upon 
which  we  must  focus  some  attention. 

One  thousand  and  seventeen  farm  oper¬ 
ators  with  migrant  housing  answered  an 
employment  service  question  which  showed 
that  only  15.5  percent  of  their  family  units. 
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and  14.6  percent  of  their  barrack  units,  have 
been  constructed  since  1952.  There  is  con¬ 
siderable  doubt  that  the  percentage  is  as 
high  with  respect  to  the  proportion  of  work¬ 
ers  accommodated.  The  only  figure  avail¬ 
able  on  proportion  of  workers  accommodated 
was  on  the  barrack  type.  Of  the  barrack 
units  built  since  1952  (14.6  percent  of  the 
total  barracks),  only  6.3  percent  of  the  total 
worker  capacity  was  accommodated.  (Table 
XVII  and  XVIII,  1958  Farm  Operator  Survey, 
OSES.) 

These  statistics  are  dramatized  by  the 
most  frequent  estimate  of  these  farm  oper¬ 
ators  that  the  life  expectancy  of  their  mi¬ 
grant  housing  was  between  10  and  14  years 
(table  XX).  With  85  percent  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  housing  units  already  over  7  years  old,  it 
is  obvious  that  new  construction  was  not 
keeping  pace  with  the  need. 

Furthermore,  of  the  4,273  farm  operators 
reporting  (1,017  of  whom  had  some  hous¬ 
ing)  ,  only  53  were  planning  any  expansion 
(table  XXI). 

Since  this  is  the  housing  situation,  it 
would  appear  unjustifiable  for  a  Federal 
agency  to  sanction  importation  of  workers 
into  a  State  without  some  prior  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  adequacy  of  the  housing.  If 
such  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  housing 
is  of  a  quality  below  decent  standards,  it  is 
more  than  likely  tha^  a  substantial  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  imported  workers  would  be  in-  | 
adequately  housed. 

Many  of  the  growers  in  Oregon  have  hous¬ 
ing  of  which  they  can  be  proud,  and  of 
which  the  State  can  be  proud.  Most  Oregon 
farmers  have  accommodations  which  would 
meet  any  standards  likely  to  be  set.  It  is, 
however,  the.  minority  of  the  growers  about 
whom  we  must  concern  ourselves,  and  it  is 
that  unfortunately  sizable  minority  who 
should  not  receive  the  benefit  of  farm  place¬ 
ment  service  activity  until  some  improvement 
is  shown  in  their  housing. 

PREVAILING  WAGES - TITLE  20,  CHAPTER  V, 

SECTION  602.9  (C) 

In  our  survey  of  the  migrant  in  Oregon  in 
the  early  part  of  the  1958  season,  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  found  the  average  weekly  earnings 
of  the  male  migrant  to  be  $32.36  per  week. 
This  figure  was  corroborated  by  the  Oregon 
State  Employment  Service  study  of  payroll 
and  man-day  figures  supplied  by  the  growers 
themselves.  The  grower  figures  reflected 
average  pay  per  man-day  as  being  $5.37  in 
the  year  1957  for  all  seasonal  farm  workers. 
The  low  level  of  earnings  of  the  individual 
cannot  be  ignored,  even  though  the  earnings  | 
of  a  total  family,  often  cited,  might  reason¬ 
ably  support  them  if  they  were  able  to  earn 
consistently.  In  our  survey,  we  found  the 
average  family  earnings  to  be  $80.36  during 
the  season. 

The  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
take  on  particular  importance  for  the  State 
of  Oregon  if  we  are  to  maintain  the  stand¬ 
ards  we  now  have,  inadequate  as  they  are. 
Farm  earnings  in  Oregon  are  among  the 
best  in  the  country.  In  view  of  the  ex¬ 
tremely  low  level  of  actual  earnings,  how¬ 
ever,  we  certainly  should  not  permit  Gov¬ 
ernment  funds  to  be  used  in  such  a  way  as 
might  undermine  wage  standards  already 
lower  than  necessary  to  maintain  a  mini¬ 
mum  decent  standard  of  living. 

AVAILABILITY  OP  LOCAL  WORKERS - TITLE  20,  . 

CHAPTER  V,  SECTION  602.9  (a)  AND  (b) 

The  problem  of  assuring  local  workers  of 
employment  opportunities  before  clearing 
an  order  for  out-of-State  workers  requires 
consideration  of  several  basic  problems  and 
concepts.  The  most  prominent  basic  con¬ 
cept  involves  the  theoretical  benefit  to  the 
workers  of  improved  wages  and  conditions  in 
their  local  area  as  a  shortage  of  workers 
improves  their  competitive  situation.  The 
automatic  brake  on  any  runaway  effect  of 
such  a  local  shortage  is  normally  that  as 
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wages  and  conditions  improve,  outside  labor 
is  attracted  to  that  area. 

These  homely  statements  apply  more  to 
industry  than  to  agriculture,  however,  be¬ 
cause  heretofore  some  agricultural  industry 
recruiting  practices  have  prevented  agricul¬ 
tural  wages  and  conditions  from  keeping 
pace,  even  relatively,  with  industry.  The 
agricultural  industry  has  demanded  that 
Government  supply  more  workers  to  meet 
labor  shortages,  instead  of  improving  wages 
and  conditions  to  attract  more  workers. 

While  I  am  not  desirous  of  hurting  the 
agricultural  industry,  nor  of  shutting  off 
services  to  the  industry,  nor  of  promoting 
sudden  changes  in  the  patterns  of  which  I 
complain,  I  am  certainly  in  accord  with  al¬ 
lowing  basic  economic  forces  to  help  the 
situation.  Supplying  outside  labor  when  not 
absolutely  essential  to  prevent  grievous  loss 
to  the  agricultural  industry  acts  as  a  re¬ 
straint  on  basic  economic  forces  to  the 
detriment  of  the  wages  and  conditions. 

By  being  overanxious  to  supply  foreign 
labor  to  the  Nation’s  large  farms,  we  have 
allowed  a  vampire  bat  to  feast  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  our  migrant  and  seasonal  farm¬ 
workers.  The  net  result  in  the  Western 
States  is  that  we  have  two  tidal  waves  of 
workers  flooding  over  the  area.  The  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals  have  been  moved  into  the 
Southwestern  States  and  then  into  Cali¬ 
fornia  in  such  numbers  that  local  farm¬ 
workers  have  not  been  in  much  demand, 
and  in  such  numbers  that  it  could  not  help 
but -have  a  deleterious  effect  on  wages  and 
conditions  which  would  have  improved  more 
under  normal  economic  circumstances.  As 
the  foreign  tidal  wave  grew,  the  domestic 
labor  which  normally  lived  in  those  areas 
or  normally  served  those  areas  was  forced  to 
run  to  the  North  in  search  of  a  better  com¬ 
petitive  situation.  As  these  domestic  mi¬ 
grants  moved  north  more  and  more  pressures 
were  placed  on  the  competitive  situation  of 
local  farm  labor  in  Oregon  and  other  States 
deleterious  effect  of  this  second  tidal  wave  of 
displaced  domestic  workers  has  further 
worked  to  limit  improvement  in  farmwork 
conditions. 

This  statement  does  not  propose  to  turn 
back  the  clock.  The  Nation  must  work  it¬ 
self  out  of  this  situation  carefully,  respon¬ 
sibly,  and  gradually  in  order  not  to  do  an 
Injustice  to  either  our  workers  or  our  econ¬ 
omy.  Nonetheless,  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
must  be  supported  in  the  promulgation  of 
such  regulations  as  are  here  proposed  which 
will  act  to  curb  unnecessary  recruiting  of 
outside  labor. 

Even  while  avoiding  irreparable  harm  to 
the  agricultural  industry,  there  must  still  be 
sufficient  pressure  maintained  on  the  indus¬ 
try  to  cause  it  to  more  energetically  seek 
answers  to  the  problems  of  its  employees. 
In  any  event.  Government  funds  should  not 
be  spent  in  such  a  manner  as  to  relieve  the 
industry  of  the  responsibility  and  the  need 
for  seeking  such  answers. 

CONCLUSION 

To  all  thinking  persons  of  good  conscience, 
it  must  be  apparent  that  there  is  an  illness 
in  American  economic  and  social  life  result¬ 
ing  from  the  conditions  under  which  our 
migrant  farmworkers  live  and  work.  The 
agricultural  industry,  perhaps  through  no 
fault  of  its  own,  has  not  been  able  to  solve 
even  the  uppermost  of  these  problems. 
Since  migrants,  either  individually  or  collec¬ 
tively,  are  not  in  a  position  to  defend  their 
own  interests,  and  since  we  cannot  realisti¬ 
cally  expect  the  industry  to  make  any  more 
substantial  progress  than  it  has  in  the  past, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  government  to  provide 
the  necessary  minimum  protections  for  these 
citizens  and  fellow  human  beings  in  our 
country. 

The  case  Is  so  strong  for  the  regulations 
as  proposed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  that 
it  is  clear  that  they  do  not  go  far  enough. 


How  can  anyone  argue  for  the  expenditure 
of  public  funds  to  bring  workers  to  an  em¬ 
ployer  who  is  not  able,  or  will  not,  provide 
a  minimum  standard  of  decency,  either 
through  sufficient  wages  to  maintain  such  a 
standard  or  through  a  combination  of  wages 
and  housing  facilities  which  would  assure 
such  a  standard?  There  can  be  no  reason 
why  the  various  State  employment  services, 
supported  as  they  are  by  the  Federal  dollar, 
should  be  permitted  to  dispatch  to  any  farm 
employer,  any  labor,  interstate  or  intrastate, 
if  the  housing  of  that  employer  does  not 
meet  minimum  standards  of  sanitation,  or  if 
the  working  conditions  and  wages  provided 
by  that  farmer  undercut  the  general  level  in 
the  area. 

Actually,  the  proposed  regulations  will  not 
make  a  substantial  contribution  to  the 
progress  of  the  domestic  migrant  worker,  but 
they  are  important  in  any  event.  Substan¬ 
tial  progress  remains  to  be  made  and  should 
be  made  through  legislative  and  community 
approaches  to  the  problem,  preferably  sup¬ 
ported  or  even  led  by  the  agricultural  in¬ 
dustry.  At  the  administrative  level,  how¬ 
ever,  certainly  these  regulations  as  proposed 
are  the  very  least  that  we  in  this  country 
should  expect  of  a  public  official  with  the 
power  and  responsibility  conferred  by  statute 
upon  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  Labor. 

This  is  all  the  more  true  because  the 
standards  under  the  proposed  regulations  will 
remain  in  most  States  fixed  at  a  level  con¬ 
siderably  below  the  level  guaranteed  by  con¬ 
tract  to  the  foreign  nationals  we  import  to 
the  competitive  disadvantage  of  our  own 
workers. 

I  trust  that  we  are  belatedly  recognizing 
our  responsibility  as  a  nation  to  provide 
minimum  levels  of  protection  for  our  farm¬ 
worker  fellow  citizens. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Sisk]  . 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment.  I  believe 
it  is  nothing  in  the  world  but  a  legisla¬ 
tive  monstrosity  and  I  think  it  would  be 
impossible  to  administer.  I  wanted  to 
ask  my  good  friend  from  Rhode  Island 
some  questions  about  it,  because  I  am  a 
little  curious  to  learn  whether  or  not  he 
could  actually  explain  any  way  in  which 
it  could  even  be  administered.  I  realize, 
of  course,  the  shortness  of  time  precludes 
that, 

I  again  reiterate  that  never  in  my  life 
have  I  heard  more  misinformation 
passed  out.  I  appreciate  the  sincerity 
of  my  colleagues  who  have  made  state¬ 
ments  on  this,  but  unfortunately  we 
seem  to  have  a  bunch  of  do-gooder  or¬ 
ganizations  who,  believe  you  me,  are 
spreading  more  gobbledygook  around 
than  I  thought  existed  in  this  country. 

The  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  [Mrs. 
Green],  for  whom  I  have  a  very  high 
regard,  just  mentioned  a  situation  which 
I  know  and  I  am  positive  she  must  know, 
must  have  been  a  violation  of  the  law,  if 
such  conditions  existed.  I  believe  they 
did,  because  I  respect  the  statement  of 
the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon.  But  I 
know  that  all  in  the  world  she  would 
have  had  to  do  was  call  it  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  proper  authorities  and  it 
would  have  been  corrected,  because  what 
she  said  existed  was  completely  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  several  sections  of  Public  Law  78. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SISK.  I  yield  to  the  gentlewoman. 


Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Immediately 
after  this  visit  I  directed  a  letter  to  Sec¬ 
retary  Mitchell  which,  at  the  proper 
time,  I  shall  ask  permission  to  put  in  the 
Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk] 
has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  McGinley]. 

(Mr.  McGINLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  yield  his  time  to  Mr.  Sisk 
and  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the  Record 
following  those  of  Mr.  Sisk.) 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  say¬ 
ing  that  I  feel  most  of  the  misunder¬ 
standing  by  a  great  many  of  my  good 
friends  who  are  not  from  the  area  where 
these  workers  are  used  is  due  to  the  fact 
that  they  are  thinking  about  the  old 
wetback  situation  when  literally  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  workers  were 
brought  in  here  illegally,  with  no  con¬ 
trols  whatever,  with  no  prevailing  wage 
rates  observed,  or  anything  else.  We 
tried  to  bring  order  out  of  chaos  with 
Public  Law  78  and  I  think  we  have,  be¬ 
cause  these  people  may  not  work  as  long 
as  there  is  a  domestic  worker  available. 
That  is  the  first  point. 

Now  secondly,  they  may  not  work  un¬ 
less  they  get  prevailing  wages.  They 
may  not  be  used  as  strikebreakers.  They 
may  not  be  used  to  reduce  the  rate  of 
pay.  They  may  not  be  used  to  displace 
domestic  workers.  Any  contractor  em¬ 
ploying  Mexican  nationals  must  send 
those  home  and  employ  domestic  workers 
if  domestic  workers  are  available. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

[Mr.  McGINLEY  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Thomson], 

(Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  so- 
called  Fogarty-McGovern  amendment 
and  in  support  of  the  2-year  extension 
of  the  present  act  as  proposed  in  H.R. 
12759. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Labor 
statistics,  1,140  Mexican  nationals  were 
employed  in  the  State  of  Wyoming  in 
1959  under  Public  Law  78.  In  Wyoming 
and  in  most  of  the  adjoining  States, 
these  people  are  used  exclusively  in  the 
production  of  sugar  beets.  Their  em¬ 
ployment  in  this  activity  is  essential  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  domestic  farm¬ 
workers  simply  will  not  do  the  stoop 
labor  which  they  are  employed  to  per¬ 
form.  The  domestic  farmworker  has  not 
been  injured,  either  as  to  the  availability 
of  work  or  his  rate  of  pay. 

Much  confusion  has  been  evidenced  as 
to  what  the  present  law  that  is  being  ex¬ 
tended  provides.  Mexican  workers  can 
be  used  only  in  areas  where  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  certifies  that  domestic 
workers,  able,  willing,  and  qualified,  are 
not  available  and  that  the  employment 
of  Mexican  workers  “will  not  adversely 
affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions 
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of  domestic  agricultural  workers  simi¬ 
larly  employed.” 

The  effect  of  the  proposed  amendment 
would  be  to  replace  the  general  findings 
of  unavailability  of  domestic  workers  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  with  the  require¬ 
ment  that  the  individual  employer  must 
show  that  he  personally  was  unable  to 
obtain  domestic  workers  after  making 
‘‘positive  and  direct  recruitment  efforts.” 
This,  is  a  burden  which  the  small  sugar 
beet  farmer  could  not  assume,  and 
should  not  be  expected  to  assume.  It 
would  really  operate  to  the  detriment  of 
the  small  farmer.  I  urge  that  the 
amendment  be  defeated. 

The  season  of  high  employment  of  the 
sugar  beet  producers  comes  at  the  same 
time  as  in  other  ranch  and  farm  work. 
At  this  time,  there  is  always  a  shortage 
of  domestic  farm  labor  for  haying  and 
other  farming  operations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  essential  for  our 
sugar  beet  farmers  that  this  act  be  ex¬ 
tended.  Otherwise,  they  would  be  com¬ 
pletely  unable  to  obtain  the  help  neces¬ 
sary  to  their  operation. 

It  has  been  suggested  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island,  Mr.  Fogarty, 
and  others  that  the  small  farmer  does 
not  benefit  from  the  Mexican  farm  labor 
program.  The  gentleman  is  simply  not 
correctly  informed,  as  this  pertains  in 
our  area. 

These  sugar  beet  fanners  employing 
Mexican  nationals  in  Wyoming  are  al¬ 
most  exclusively  on  reclamation  proj¬ 
ects.  All  of  these  are  small,  family-size 
farms.  By  reclamation  law,  they  are 
limited  to  family-size  farms,  usually  of 
160  acres  or  less. 

This  is  a  key  crop  to  these  people’s 
making  a  success  of  their  farming  opera¬ 
tions.  It  is  further  a  key  crop  as  far  as 
contributing  to  the  well-being  of  other 
phases  of  our  agricultural  economy.  As 
an  example,  it  provides  an  important 
source  of  feed  for  our  livestock  industry. 

I  again  refer  to  the  effect  upon  domes¬ 
tic  labor.  Bringing  in  these  Mexican 
nationals  to  perform  the  stoop  labor  es¬ 
sential  to  our  sugar  beet  industry,  with¬ 
out  which  the  industry  could  not  survive, 
actually  is  of  great  benefit  to  our  domes¬ 
tic  labor.  Domestic  workers  are  given 
the  opportunity  to  perform  other  opera¬ 
tions  in  the  planting,  cultivation,  and 
harvesting  of  sugar  beets.  Payrolls  in 
our  sugar  beet  factories  alone  amount  to 
well  over  $2  million  each  year.  This  is 
particularly  of  assistance  to  the  domestic 
farmworker,  as  it  comes  at  a  time  when 
other  seasonal  employment  is  dropping 
off.  It  further  helps  the  small  farmer 
who  takes  employment  during  this  slack 
period  on  the  farm.  In  truck  driving, 
rail  transportation,  the  coal  industry, 
and  many  others,  jobs  are  created  by 
reason  of  the  basic  production  of  sugar 
beets. 

Since  the  enactment  of  this  law,  the 
number  of  Mexican  wetbacks  has 
dropped  from  over  1,075,000  in  1954  to 
only  30,196  in  1959.  Failure  to  extend 
the  act  would  simply  mean  a  return  to 
the  wetback  situation.  We  certainly  do 
not  want  that. 

The  extension  of  this  act  is  essential. 
It  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  farmer,  the 


domestic  worker,  the  public  in  general. 
I  urge  that  the  Fogarty-McGovern 
amendment  be  defeated  and  that  the  bill 
be  passed  as  reported. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
O’Hara]  . 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  succinctly 
stated  the  reason  for  the  amendments 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Fogarty]  when  he  said  that, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  under  the  present 
program,  Mexican  nationals,  known  as 
braceros,  are  treated  better  than  domes¬ 
tic  migrant  labor.  That  is  exactly  the 
situation  at  which  the  Fogarty  amend¬ 
ment  is  aimed. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  Fogarty 
amendment  does  not  kill  or  cripple  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78.  Public  Law  78  is  extended 
for  2  more  years.  The  Fogarty  amend¬ 
ment,  however,  also  clarifies  the  safe¬ 
guards  of  existing  law  designed  to  pro¬ 
tect  domestic  migrant  labor.  These  pro¬ 
visions  have  been  recommended  by  the 
committee  of  distinguished  Americans 
who  worked  for  9  months  last  year  study¬ 
ing  the  operation  of  this  act.  They  con¬ 
cluded  that  these  clarifications  in  the 
provisions  protecting  domestic  migrant 
labor  were  needed  to  make  the  bracero 
program  work  effectively.  Nothing  we 
have  heard  here  today  would  establish 

pnntT’Q vxr 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
George  P.  Miller], 

(Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  going  to  vote  for  the  Fogarty 
amendments  and  I  am  going  to  vote  for 
this  bill,  because  I  realize  that  without 
the  bill  American  agriculture  is  going  to 
find  itself  in  a  plight  in  which  it  cannot 
survive. 

In  1937  as  a  member  of  the  California 
Legislature  I  was  sent  into  the  “Grapes 
of  Wrath”  country,  and  what  was  recited 
in  that  book  was  true — all  too  true.  Un¬ 
fortunately  it  is  a  fact  that  we  need 
Mexican  labor  now.  We  give  them  bet¬ 
ter  conditions  under  which  to  work  and 
to  live  and  we  pay  them  more  than  we 
pay  our  own  people.  In  spite  of  what 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  says,  this  is  not  because  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  insists  upon  it,  it  is 
because  the  Mexican  Government,  pro¬ 
tecting  its  own  nationals,  insists  upon 
it.  We  have  to  meet  the  conditions  set 
up  by  Mexico  as  a  condition  to  its  allow¬ 
ing  its  nationals  to  work  in  the  United 
States. 

If  American  agriculture  is  going  to 
exist  it  has  to  get  away  from  its  de¬ 
pendence  on  Mexican  labor.  It  has  al¬ 
ways  been  dependent  on  cheap  labor  from 
the  time  they  brought  in  slaves  to  the 
influx  of  Chinese  and  Japanese  right 
down  the  line.  If  you  pay  high  enough 
wages  and  make  work  on  the  farm  at¬ 
tractive,  you  will  get  Americans  to  work 
on  the  farm. 

Sooner  or  later  the  status  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Mexico  will  be  raised  to  the  point 


where  their  Government  will  no  longer 
allow  them  to  come  here. 

My  colleague  from  California  [Mr. 
Utt]  has  told  you  of  the  progress  being 
made  in  this  respect. 

Should  we  not  take  a  long  look  at  the 
dependence  of  American  agriculture  on 
a  single  source  of  labor — a  source  of  labor 
so  instable  as  this? 

A  wave  of  anti-Americanism  or  ex¬ 
treme  nationalism  could  destroy  the  basic 
agriculture  in  this  country  and  drive  this 
country  into  chaos. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Clem  Miller], 

(Mr.  MATTHEWS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  yield  the  time  allotted  to 
him  to  Mr.  Clem  Miller.) 

Mr.  CLEM  MILLER.  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  rise  in  opposition  to  this  amendment. 

I  rise  here  as  one  who  has  supported 
every  bill  of  my  fellow  Congressmen 
from  the  cities,  who  has  gone  down  the 
line  for  the  liberal  program  of  the 
Democratic  Party. 

I  rise  here  as  one  who  represents  noth¬ 
ing  but  family  farmers,  and  a  lot  of 
them. 

I  rise  here  as  one  who  has  worked  in 
the  fields  with  braceros,  side  by  side  with 
them,  not  5  years  ago;  one  who  has  hired 
braceros  himself,  because  when  I  went 
into  the  towns  and  tried  to  find  Amer¬ 
ican  workers  to  come  out  to  my  farm,  I 
could  not  find  any. 

What  is  the  Fogarty  Amendment 
about?  This  amendment  sets  stand¬ 
ards.  I  say  we  already  have  standards, 
high  standards.  California  has  figured 
heavily  in  these  proceedings,  and  any¬ 
one  who  does  not  believe  that  high 
standards  do  not  exist  in  California  does  * 
not  know  what  he  is  talking  about.  If 
there  is  any  doubt,  I  refer  you  to  page  44 
of  the  hearings.  Read  the  require¬ 
ments  for  hiring  labor  that  are  set  forth 
there.  Standards  of  housing,  transpor¬ 
tation,  sanitation;  requirements  for  hir¬ 
ing  domestic  labor  at  the  going  wage 
and  so  fourth. 

I  also  speak  as  one  who  not  2  months 
ago  called  a  meeting  of  my  farmers  to 
consider  this  legislation.  Over  250 
farmers  turned  out  to  tell  me  what  the 
situation  was  in  their  fields,  in  their 
housing,  and  in  their  conditions,  in  order 
to  satisfy  the  high  requirements  for 
farm  labor  in  the  State  of  California. 
We  are  paying  in  the  First  District  of 
California  $1.25  an  hour.  This  is  the 
going  rate.  This  rate  must  be  paid  to 
meet  the  high  standards  demanded  by 
the  State  of  California  for  Mexican 
laborers.  This  is  of  benefit  to  the 
domestic  laborer  because  he  gets  that 
$1.25  in  cash,  whereas  the  Mexican  gets 
$1.15,  and  the  other  10  cents  goes  for 
administration.  So  actually  we  are 
benefiting  these  American  domestic 
workers  who  want  to  work  in  the  fields, 
because  they  are  getting  10  cents  an 
hour  more  than  the  braceros  are.  Far 
from  depressing  farm  labor  costs,  the 
braceros  program  is  boosting  the  wage 
scale  of  all  farm  workers.  I  say  we 
should  defeat  this  amendment.  I  say 
this  as  one  who  has  gone  down  the  line 
to  back  you  up.  I  am  asking  you  for 
your  support  now. 
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In  conclusion,  let  me  say  that  this 
dilemma  we  face  is  neatly  summed  up  in 
a  short  colloquy  between  myself  and 
Monsignor  Higgins,  one  of  the  members 
of  the  Secretary  of  Labor’s  advisory 
committee : 

Mr.  Clem  Miller.  I  represent  a  district 
which  is  almost  totally  composed  of  what 
you  would  call  family  farms.  All  of  my 
farmers  tremble  on  the  edge  of  bankruptcy. 

My  question  is,  "How  do  you  solve  the 
farm-labor  problem  unless  you  have  solved 
the  problem  of  a  fair  price  for  the  farmers’ 
products?” 

Monsignor  Higgins.  Well,  that  is  the  prob¬ 
lem  that  I  presume  is  going  to  get  on  the 
front  pages  every  other  day  between  now 
and  the  election.  I  do  not  know.  X  would 
not  claim  to  know. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Rhodes]. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  this  amendment  is  adopted  you 
have  killed  the  Mexican  farm  labor  bill. 
Make  no  mistake  about  that.  These 
amendments  are  not  new.  They  repre¬ 
sent  mainly  powers  which  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  already  has  asserted  as 
far  as  control  of  this  program  is  con¬ 
cerned.  Here  is  the  gimmick  in  this 
amendment,  and  you  read  clear  over  to 
page  4,  line  13,  before  you  get  it:  “Issue 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  title.” 

That  is  a  little  strange,  because  this 
program  has  been  regulated  to  death  if 
any  program  has.  Why  do  you  think 
the  Department  of  Labor  wants  us  to 
agree  it  has  a  right  to  make  rules  and 
regulations?  I  think  I  know.  I  think 
they  know  as  well  as  most  lawyers  know 
that  they  do  not  now  have  the  rights 
they  have  asserted  because  they  were 
not  granted  by  Congress.  Now  they  are 
trying  by  subterfuge  in  this  amendment 
to  cause  the  House  of  Representatives 
to  say  they  have  and  by  implication 
have  always  had  the  rights  they  have 
asserted,  and  more.  To  me  this  is  dis¬ 
honest.  This  is  a  situation  in  which  we 
are  asked  to  ratify  the  greatest  usurpa¬ 
tion  of  power  by  a  department  of  the 
Government  that  I  have  ever  se6n. 
Some  persons  in  this  Department  have 
done  everything  they  possibly  can  do  to 
kill  this  program  by  indirection,  and 
they  will  continue  to  try  to  kill  this  pro¬ 
gram.  If  you  take  this  amendment  you 
will  give  them  a  green  light  to  proceed 
to  administer  the  coup  de  grace.  Let  us 
vote  down  this  amendment,  and  show 
this  department  that  this  body  is  for  the 
farmer,  the  workingman,  and  our  good 
neighbor,  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  Let 
us  show  those  people  who  assert  power 
they  never  had  that  we  know  how  to  re¬ 
claim  and  recover  usurped  power. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arizona  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Abbitt]. 

(Mr.  ABBITT  and  was  given  permis¬ 
sion  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks.)' 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
opposed  to  the  pending  amendment.  I 


would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
commend  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  who  held  long  hearings  and  went 
thoroughly  into  this  bill.  I  strongly 
favor  the  bill  sponsored  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Gathings].  I 
favor  the  pending  bill.  I  am  strongly 
opposed  to  the  amendment  because  I 
think  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  already 
usurped  authority  that  it  never  had. 
This  will  turn  over  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  far  more  power. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
has  often  seen  an  attempted  seizure  of 
its  constitutional  legislative  powers  by 
executive  departments.  Unfortunately, 
in  the  past  few  years  this  tendency  on 
the  part  of  the  executive  branch  has  been 
carried  to  greater  and  greater  extremes. 

Executive  departments,  in  their  eager¬ 
ness  to  pay  political  debts,  or  in  their  fear 
of  facing  the  legislative  process  in  the 
Congress,  have  become  more  and  more 
contemptuous  of  the  constitutional  limi¬ 
tation  on  their  authority  and  increas¬ 
ingly  rely  on  administrative  rules  and 
regulations  having  the  force  of  law,  and 
based  on  the  flimsiest  premises  of  legal 
authority  to  work  their  will  in  defiance 
of  the  Congress. 

In  my  many  years  as  a  Member  of  the 
House  I  cannot  recall  a  grosser  example 
of  the  preemption  of  the  legislative  func¬ 
tion  by  an  executive  department  than  is 
done  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor’s  regu¬ 
lations  promulgated  November  20,  1959 
in  the  field  of  migratory  labor. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  in  this  in¬ 
stance,  claims  authority  to  regulate  in 
the  field  of  wages,  hours,  housing,  and 
transportation  of  migratory  workers  un¬ 
der  the  Wagner -Peyser  Act,  passed  in 
1933,  and  which,  up  until  the  Secretary’s 
action  in  1959,  performed  its  function  of 
providing  a  grant-in-aid  program  for 
the  maintenance  of  State  employment 
services  and  for  the  Federal  agency  to 
coordinate  the  program. 

After  all  these  years,  including  too 
many  in  which  the  present  Secretary  of 
Labor  has  held  his  office,  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act  has  functioned  as  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  Congress  that  it  do. 

The  Secretary,  in  March  of  1959,  sud¬ 
denly  decided  that  this  1933  statute  au¬ 
thorized  him  to  enter  into  detailed  and 
extensive  regulation  of  farm  wages, 
housing  and  transportation.  I  challenge 
anyone  to  study  the  language  of  this 
statute  and  to  read  the  legislative  history 
thereof  and  to  find  therein  any  shadow 
of  intent  by  the  Congress  of  conferring 
such  powers  on  any  executive  depart¬ 
ment.  The  Chief  of  the  American  Law 
Division,  Library  of  Congress,  has 
summed  up  the  situation  most  clearly, 
and  I  quote: 

On  this  point,  we  have  scanned  the  re¬ 
ports  and  debates  on  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act 
of  June  6,  1933  (48  Stat.  113;  S.  510,  73d 
Cong.),  and  do  not  find  any  indication  that 
the  Members  sponsoring  or  debating  the 
measure  had  in  mind  that  the  Employment 
Service  was  to  exercise  any  substantive  con¬ 
trol  over  the  working  conditions  and  terms 
of  employment  of  workers  recruited  by  the 
Service. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  based  the  va¬ 
lidity  of  his  action  solely  on  an  opinion 
of  the  Attorney  General,  whose  legal 


logic  was  found  to  be  extremely  unsound 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  in  its 
favorable  report  on  H.R.  12176.  Thus, 
one  Cabinet  member  authorizes  a  new 
encroachment  by  his  fellow  Cabinet 
member  and  presents  the  Congress  with 
an  accomplished  fact  and  with  a  further 
erosion  of  our  constitutional  position. 
We  can  properly  establish  a  value  on  the 
Attorney  General’s  opinion  in  this  case 
by  asking  the  honorable  Members  of  this 
House  of  any  instances  that  they  recall 
in  which  one  branch  of  the  executive  de¬ 
partment  denied  additional  power  to  an¬ 
other  branch  of  the  executive.  We  thus 
have  an  absurd  situation  in  which  one 
executive  department  seeks  legal  author¬ 
ity  for  its  actions  from  another  execu¬ 
tive  department,  and  the  Congress  too 
often  acquiesces  in  this  pirating  of  its 
legislative  responsibilities. 

The  unfortunate  consequences  of  the 
entry  of  the  Department  of  Labor  into 
agricultural  matters  are  already  begin¬ 
ning  to  make  themselves  f  elt.  There  are 
reports  of  instances  of  favoritism  in  the 
recruiting  of  migratory  labor  by  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service.  Individuals  in  the 
Department  of  Labor,  with  little  knowl¬ 
edge  of  agricultural  problems,  and  less 
sympathy  for  those  problems,  are  com¬ 
plicating  the  agricultural  labor  situation 
with  unrealistic  regulations.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  sets  itself  up  as  a 
housing  authority,  as  an  arbitrator  of 
wages  and  transportation  practices,  and 
demonstrates  its  complete  disregard  for 
a  free  enterprise  economy.  Why  would 
not  the  Department  of  Labor  bring  to 
the  Congress  specific  proposals  for  a 
mandate  to  proceed  as  it  has  done? 
Surely,  this  body  has  proven  itself  to  be 
sympathetic  to  any  legitimate  demand 
in  the  field  of  labor  relations. 

Legislation  by  executive  decree  is  a 
foreign  doctrine  to  America.  Only  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  has  the 
necessary  sources  of  information  and 
the  diverse  viewpoints  which  can  pro¬ 
duce  legislation  reconciling  the  interests 
of  all  the  people  in  a  new  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Thompson]. 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  this 
amendment  not  only  because  of  the 
moral  questions  involved,  but  also  be¬ 
cause  my  experience  might  be  entirely 
different  from  that  of  my  distinguished 
friend  from  California  [Mr.  Clem  Mil¬ 
ler].  The  experience  in  my  congres¬ 
sional  district  which  is  composed  of 
garden  and  truck  farms  to  a  very  large 
extent  is  that  because  of  the  importation 
of  Mexican  labor  the  New  Jersey  fanner 
whose  farm,  for  instance,  is  not  15  miles 
from  the  Campbell  Soup  Co.,  the  largest 
consumer  of  tomatoes  in  our  area,  cannot 
compete,  believe  it  or  not,  with  farms  in 
the  Southern  States  using  this  labor 
which  harvest  the  crop,  and  which  drives 
it  up  to  the  plant  in  New  Jersey  delivered 
there  at  a  price  less  than  that  obtained 
by  the  New  Jersey  farmer. 
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I  realize  this  problem  has  a  broader 
scope  than  my  district;  I  realize  it  is  a 
national  problem,  and  I  do  not  mean  to 
sound  unnecessarily  parochial  about  it. 
If  for  no  other  reason  I  would  be  in 
favor  of  the  amendment  on  the  moral  is¬ 
sue,  the  depression  of  the  farm  and  agri¬ 
cultural  wages  and  standard  of  living  in 
my  area  and  in  many  other  areas  be¬ 
cause  of  the  peculiar  benefits  enjoyed 
by  those  who  reside  near  the  source  of 
this  cheap  labor  is  an  overwhelmingly 
persuasive  reason  for  my  supporting  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Quigley]. 

(Mr.  QUIGLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIGLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Oregon. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  In  the  House 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  for 
many  weeks  and  months  we  have  been 
considering  minimum  wage.  Not  long 
ago  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Roosevelt]  and  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Holt]  made  quite  a  tour 
of  the  California  area.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Roosevelt]  tells  me 
that  farmer  after  farmer  pleaded  with 
them  not  to  bring  farm  laborers  under 
the  minimum  wage  law.  These  farmers 
in  California  and  Arizona  said  they 
would  go  broke — they  could  not  stand 
it — it  would  ruin  them  if  they  had  to  pay 
them  the  $1  an  hour. 

I  find  it  very  hard  to  equate  that  with 
statements  being  made  this  afternoon 
that  farmers  in  California  are  paying 
$1.25  an  hour  for  farm  laborers.  In  ad¬ 
dition  it  seems  to  me  that  inherent  in 
this  system  is  exploitation  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals.  In  the  situation  I  re¬ 
ferred  to  a  few  moments  ago  the  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals  coming  in  were  not  being 
paid  even  as  much  money  as  the  domes¬ 
tic  workers  were  when  they  were  work¬ 
ing  alongside  of  them.  For  instance,  in 
the  pear  orchards,  which  was  piecemeal 
work,  the  Mexican  nationals  said  time 
after  time  they  were  given  those  places 
where  the  fruit  was  sparse,  or  where  it 
was  hard  to  get  at,  with  the  result  that 
they  made  considerably  less  at  the  end 
of  the  day.  So  there  are  many  inequi¬ 
ties  in  the  operation  of  this  law.  I  would 
do  away  with  it,  but  if  I  cannot  do  that 
I  will  support  the  McGovem-Fogarty 
amendment.  I  think  it  is  an  improve¬ 
ment  upon  present  law. 

(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  her  remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Dixon]  . 

(Mr.  DIXON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
want  a  domestic  sugar-beet  industry, 
which  we  must  have,  and  we  will  find 
out  tomorrow  how  desperately  we  need 
it,  we  must  pass  this  bill  without  the 
amendment.  I  have  hundreds  of  let¬ 
ters  against  the  spirit  and  the  content 
of  the  amendment. 


I  cited  an  experiment  whereby  we  kept 
Mexican  nationals  out  of  Utah  for  a 
week  or  two,  and  it  threatened  the  whole 
industry.  That  was  at  a  time  when 
there  was  widespread  unemployment  in 
our  State. 

Our  people  will  not  do  the  stoop  labor 
required  in  thinning  sugar  beets. 

I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  CLEM  MILLER.  In  answer  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Oregon,  who  said  a 
few  minutes  ago  that  the  farmers  of 
California  were  not  willing  to  be  covered 
by  the  minimum-wage  law,  it  is  not  a 
question  that  they  are  not  paying  in 
excess,  it  merely  means  that  they  do  not 
want  the  redtape,  regulation,  and  so  on 
that  goes  on  in  connection  with  this  par¬ 
ticular  labor  as  disinguished  from  any 
other. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Nor  can  the  farmer 
who  harvests  on  a  seasonal  basis  stand 
the  time  and  a  half  provision  of  the 
minimum-wage  law. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Meyer]. 

Mr.  MEYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
are  going  to  have  economic  balance  in 
America  we  have  to  raise  the  general 
overall  wage  rates  on  American  farms. 
This  is  in  the  interest  of  the  farmer  him¬ 
self,  and  in  the  interest  of  a  healthy 
agriculture.  If  it  means  higher  prices 
for  farm  commodities  that  is  the  very 
thing  we  need  because  farmers  and  agri¬ 
culture  are  competing  with  high  wage 
rates  in  the  steel  industry.  They  are 
competing  more  or  less  with  adminis¬ 
tered  prices,  and  I  feel  very  strongly 
that  in  the  long  run  if  we  have  higher 
wage  rates  on  the  farm  it  is  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  family  farmer  and  Ameri¬ 
can  agriculture.  Basically  the  prime  net 
income  of  a  family  farm  is  labor  income 
and  should  improve  relatively  when 
farm  wages  approach  factory  wages.  It 
is  unfair  to  expect  to  have  cheap  food 
unless  the  farmer  receives  labor  income 
at  an  hourly  rate  that  is  in  balance  with 
the  hourly  rates  of  other  workers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Mossl. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  not 
planned  to  speak  on  this  particular  leg¬ 
islation.  However,  I  have  listened  to 
the  most  confusing  statements  that  I 
have  heard  in  a  long  time  on  a  compara¬ 
tively  simple  matter. 

An  example  of  the  confusion  is  the 
charge  by  one  Member  that  domestic 
labor  gets  more  than  the  imported  Mex¬ 
ican  labor,  on  the  other  hand.  The  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Oregon  stated  that  the 
imported  labor  gets  less  than  the  do¬ 
mestics.  The  fact  is  that  the  imported 
labor  gets  the  going  rate,  and  we  do  not 
import  them  unless  there  is  a  scarcity 
or  unavailability  of  domestic  labor.  Re¬ 
member,  we  are  not  talking  about  cheap 
labor.  Imported  labor  is  not  cheap.  It 
costs  just  as  much  if  not  more  than  the 
domestic  labor,  if  it  were  available. 
But  it  is  not  available.  It  not  available 


for  the  small  farmer  in  my  district,  and 
my  district  is  a  district  characterized 
by  family-size  farms  with  tremendous 
diversity  as  to  crops. 

We  cannot  get  labor  except  occasion¬ 
ally  on  a  Monday  morning,  if  the  farmer 
wants  to  go  to  the  employment  sendee 
office  and  pick  up  a  few  men  who  have 
spent  the  weekend  in  the  drunk  ward  of 
the  jail.  They  can  get  a  few  to  work 
for  an  horn-  or  two,  and  then  they  take 
off. 

It  is  not  fair  to  expect  us  to  harvest 
our  crops  with  labor  of  that  type.  Any 
person  from  any  part  of  this  country 
who  seeks  employment  at  agricultural 
labor  will  find  it  readily  available  in  my 
district.  But  that  labor  is  not  available. 

This  bill  would  impose  a  blanket  of 
frustrating  bureaucracy  on  the  farmer 
and,  I  might  add,  a  tremendous  cost  on 
the  Department  of  Labor. 

I  cannot  understand  the  purpose  of 
the  McGovern  or  Fogarty  amendments, 
or  what  they  mean.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  criteria  called  for  is  to  be 
developed  prior  to  the  certification  of 
the  scarcity  of  labor,  or  whether  the 
Secretary  is  to  study  the  import  expe-  i 
rience,  and  then  determine  that  he  ' 
should  certify  as  to  the  need. 

It  is  a  confused  and  confusing  piece 
of  legislation,  and  it  certainly  would  not 
raise  one  iota  the  level  of  the  domestic 
agricultural  worker,  nor  improve  his  lot. 

I  urge  defeat  of  the  amendments  and 
passage  of  the  simple  extension  of  the 
present  program. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  transfer  the  time 
allotted  to  me  to  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Shelley]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Shelley]. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  | 
first  of  all  thank  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  taking  the 
floor  today  to  shout  at  you,  to  scream  at 
you,  to  engage  in  emotional  pyrotechnics 
nor  to  entertain  you  with  the  story  of  the 
shooting  some  years  ago  when  this  bill 
was  on  the  floor.  If  I  had  not  gotten 
under  the  table  as  fast  as  my  friend, 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Mat¬ 
thews],  I  might  not  even  be  here  today. 
Although  I  got  under  in  less  than  1  sec¬ 
ond,  it  took  me  5  minutes  to  get  out. 
There  was  a  bullet  hole  right  in  the  cen¬ 
ter  of  the  back  of  the  chair  in  which  I 
had  been  sitting. 

Now,  let  us  clear  up  the  issues.  I 
agree  with  my  good  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Moss]  with 
whom  I  seldom  disagree,  but  there  has 
been  great  confusion  presented  by  both 
sides.  First  of  all,  why  was  the  Fogarty 
amendment  offered  or  the  McGovern 
amendment  offered?  Because  in  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  there  was  an 
attempt  to  challenge  what  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  asserts  is  a  right  he  has 
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under  the  law  at  the  present  time  to  en¬ 
force  the  provisions  of  the  Wagner -Pey¬ 
ser  Act  in  this  bracero  law.  The  Gath- 
ings  proposal  was  introduced  in  the  orig¬ 
inal  bill  which  was  reported  out  of  the 
committee,  which  repealed  or  challenged 
any  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
As  a  result  of  this  challenge  the  conflict 
between  the  thinking  of  those  on  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  who  in  a  great 
manner  represent  the  thinking  of  agri¬ 
culture  in  this  country,  and  properly  so, 
and  the  position  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  was  resolved.  Therefore,  the 
Fogarty  amendment  was  introduced  to 
clear  up  once  and  for  all  and  determine 
the  right  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
apply  the  provisions  of  Wagner-Peyser 
to  the  importation  and  use  of  Mexican 
braceros.  That  is  the  answer  to  Mr. 
Rhodes’  comment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  possible  that  the 
leadership  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle 
cannot  make  up  its  mind  on  this  ad¬ 
journment  or  recess  resolution,  but  that 
is  not  the  subject  at  the  moment. 

Now,  certainly  the  Fogarty  proposal 
gives  the  Secretary  the  authority  to  im¬ 
pose  regulations  on  the  importation  and 
the  use  of  Mexican  labor.  Nor  has  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  not  been  the  initial 
source  of  the  requirement  for  housing 
and  other  provisions  in  the  present  law 
or  the  regulations  stemming  from  the 
law.  These  were  put  in  at  the  request 
of  the  Mexican  Government  seeking  to 
protect  its  nationals  whom  they  charged 
were  being  exploited  in  this  country. 

The  Fogarty  amendment  should  be 
adopted.  It  does  not  repeal  the  law,  nor 
does  it  make  it  ineffective.  To  the  con¬ 
trary,  it  will  be  a  great  step  toward 
insuring  a  permanent  program  on  a 
decent  and  equitable  basis. 

(Mr.  SHELLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Horan]. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  much  opposed  to  the  pending 
amendment,  and  I  am  very  much  in  favor 
of  the  measure  that  has  come  from  the 
committee  under  the  leadership  of  the 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Gathings]. 

To  me  the  pending  amendment  is  too 
far-reaching  and  contains  the  tools  of  a 
regulation  of  free  labor  that  could  be 
dangerous  in  the  hands  of  an  arbitrary 
Secretary  of  Labor  should  he  choose  to 
employ  them  at  some  future  date. 

(Mr.  HORAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Kyl]. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  time  allotted 
me  be  yielded  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  PoageI. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
PoageI . 


Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  who  just  preceded  me  pointed 
out  that  there  has  been  a  lot  of  con¬ 
fusion  about  this  measure.  And,  in¬ 
deed  there  has.  Unfortunately,  some  of 
the  finest  men  in  this  House  have  sought 
to  legislate  on  something  on  which  they 
have  no  background  information.  The 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  with  his 
farm  experience  in  Rhode  Island,  has 
still  never  had  any  experience  using 
braceros.  The  gentleman  from  New 
York,  who  has  rendered  such  a  splendid 
contribution  to  our  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  and  has  proven  his  sincere  in¬ 
terest  in  agriculture,  on  so  many  occa¬ 
sions  has  no  conception  of  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  these  crops  or  surely  he  would 
have  never  sought  to  deny  the  use  of 
bracero  labor  to  cottongrowers.  Cotton 
is  not  in  nearly  the  surplus  in  which 
some  other  crops  are.  Surely,  no  fair 
man,  and  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
is  always  fair,  would  want  to  single  out 
one  legal  and  needed  crop  and  discrim¬ 
inate  against  it  just  because  it  is  grown 
only  in  the  southern  half  of  our  country. 
I  feel  sure  that  the  gentleman  does  not 
seriously  want  to  deny  cottongrowers  the 
use  of  labor  which  would  be  legally  avail¬ 
able  to  the  growers  of  any  other  crop 
which  might  be  in  surplus.  I  feel  sure 
that  the  gentleman  only  offered  this 
amendment  to  call  attention  to  our  sur¬ 
pluses  and  not  with  any  idea  that  it 
would  or  should  be  adopted.  What  I 
have  said  is  offered  in  no  spirit  of  crit¬ 
icism,  but  the  first  amendment  requires 
that  any  man  who  is  going  to  use  these 
braceros  not  only  make  reasonable  ef¬ 
forts  to  attract  domestic  workers  for 
such  employment,  but  that  his  efforts 
should  include  independent  and  direct 
recruitment  by  the  employer  who  is  re¬ 
questing  foreign  workers  and  under 
terms  and  conditions  of  employment 
comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers. 

That  means,  of  course,  if  there  is  one 
individual  in  a  community,  or  one  large 
corporation,  who  can  spend  thousands  of 
dollars  to  go  out  and  recruit,  go  to 
Chicago  or  Memphis  or  some  other  dis¬ 
tant  point  and  haul  people  across  the 
United  States,  that  then  every  little 
farmer  would  have  to  do  the  same  thing 
before  he  can  use  a  Mexican.  I  tell 
you  those  little  farmers  cannot  do  it. 
This  is  a  big  farmers  amendment  regard¬ 
less  of  what  I  know  to  be  the  author’s 
good  faith  effort  to  assist  small  farmers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  has 
expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern]. 

(Mr.  McGOVERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  use  the  brief  time  that  has 
been  allotted  to  me  to  make  it  perfectly 
clear  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  in 
substantial  agreement  with  the  terms  of 
Mr.  Fogarty’s  amendment  and  is  op¬ 
posed  to  extending  the  legislation  unless 
changes  along  the  line  we  are  recom¬ 
mending  in  this  amendment  are  ac¬ 
cepted.  In  a  letter  which  he  addressed 
to  me  on  June  24,  he  has  this  to  say: 
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My  previously  expressed  opinions  in  this 
matter  have  not  changed.  There  is  ample 
evidence  before  the  Department,  including 
the  conclusions  and  recommendations  of  in¬ 
dependent  consultants  who  have  studied  this 
problem  for  me,  that  the  Mexican  program 
legislation  needs  substantial  improvement  in 
order  to  avoid  adverse  effects  upon  our  own 
farmworkers.  My  view  remains  that  the  ex¬ 
isting  law  should  not  be  extended  until  such 
improvements  can  be  incorporated  in  it. 

That  is  signed  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
McGovern]  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Gathings]. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  advise  the  Committee  that  in 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  there  is  something 
that  almost  escaped  notice.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  under  this  program,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  makes  the  decision 
on  what  crops  these  workers  from  Mex¬ 
ico  are  to  be  used.  The  gentleman 
comes  in  here  now  and  says  that  you  can 
use  them  on  food  crops  but  you  cannot 
use  these  Mexicans  in  the  cultivation 
and  harvest  of  the  cotton  crop. 

I  want  to  say  to  this  Committee  that 
that  is  highly  unfair,  because  he  is  try¬ 
ing  to  chop  the  law  half  in  two  that 
has  worked  so  well  in  this  country. 

He  wants  to  deny  the  cotton  fanners 
of  the  Nation  the  right  to  use  these  la¬ 
borers  on  these  farms.  Now,  there  was 
a  question  asked  before  the  committee 
of  Mr.  Young  of  the  National  Cotton 
Council  about  the  offtake  and  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  cotton.  Here  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  and  here  is  his  reply: 

Do  you  have  any  figures  on  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  disappearance? 

Mr.  Young.  The  1959  crop,  Mr.  Gathings, 
was  approximately  14,750,000  bales. 

Mr.  Gathings.  What  is  the  anticipated 
offtake? 

Mr.  Young.  The  anticipated  offtake  is 
almost  16  million  bales,  or  about  1%  million 
bales  more  than  was  produced  in  1959. 

The  gentleman  wants  to  cut  off  all 
braceros  from  use  on  the  cotton  farms 
in  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  his  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  voted  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  rec¬ 
ognizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven], 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  personal  interest  in  this  legislation 
whatsoever.  It  does  not  affect  the  State 
of  Iowa.  I  think  we  had  some  75  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers  in  the  entire  State  of  Iowa, 
last  year. 

The  question  before  us  is  simply  this: 
Do  you  want  the  fruit  and  vegetable 
growers  in  this  country  who  need  this 
type  of  labor  to  harvest  their  crops,  or 
do  you  want  to  put  them  out  of  busi¬ 
ness?  There  are  a  lot  of  farmers  who  are 
absolutely  dependent  upon  this  kind  of 
stoop  labor.  It  has  been  fully  disclosed 
throughout  the  hearings  that  this  type 
of  labor  will  not  be  engaged  in  by  Amer¬ 
ican  labor.  The  bill  before  us  will  not 
displace  American  labor.  The  law  pro- 
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vides  that  the  Department  of  Labor  must 
certify  that  American  labor  is  not  avail¬ 
able  before  Mexican  labor  can  even  be 
made  available.  So  the  question  natu¬ 
rally  arises  whether  you  want  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  this  program  or  whether  you 
want  wetbacks  coming  into  the  country 
in  large  numbers.  It  is  just  that  simple. 

It  is  not  an  easy  matter  to  work  out 
migrant  labor  agreements  with  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico.  It  takes  a  lot  of  nego¬ 
tiation.  We  have  very  friendly  relations 
with  Mexico  today.  You  can  imagine 
what  might  happen  if  we  would  suddenly 
curtail  the  migrant  labor  program.  I 
fear  it  would  result  in  thousands  of 
wetbacks  coming  into  this  country.  This 
would  be  detrimental  not  only  to  the 
agricultural  economy  of  this  country  but 
would  be  rather  detrimental  to  our 
friendly  relations  with  Mexico. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  commend  the 
gentleman  on  a  very  fine  statement,  and 
for  his  efforts  in  behalf  of  this  meritori¬ 
ous  legislation.  It  has  been  said  in  this 
debate  that  only  2  percent  of  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  America  use  this  labor.  That  may 
be  true,  but  in  the  Midwest  area  they 
grow  quite  a  lot  of  small  grains,  wheat, 
corn,  and  the  like,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  use  this  labor  in  growing  and  harvest¬ 
ing  grain. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Only  2  percent  of 
the  farmers  use  this  labor  because  of 
the  fact  that  it  is  in  those  few  areas  in 
America  where  stoop  labor  is  necessary 
that  they  are  needed. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  is  ex¬ 
actly  right.  I  am  not  concerned  as  to 
whether  it  is  1  percent,  2  percent,  or  10 
percent.  The  fact  is  that  when  the  small 
farmers  of  America  under  our  free- 
enterprise  system  want  to  harvest  their 
crops  they  should  have  the  necessary 
labor  available  to  do  so.  When  American 
labor  cannot  be  provided  to  do  the  job, 
our  farmers  should  be  provided  with 
other  labor  to  harvest  their  crops.  If 
you  prefer  an  extension  of  the  present 
program  to  a  wetback  program,  then, 
you  should  vote  against  the  amendment 
that  has  been  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island.  If  we  are  going  to 
have  a  wetback  program  in  this  country 
with  all  the  implications  involved  we 
should  do  so  with  our  eyes  open.  We  are 
keeping  up  our  good  relations  with  the 
Republic  of  Mexico,  and  we  do  not  want 
to  disturb  them  at  this  time  when  we 
are  already  having  some  difficulties  with 
Castro  and  Cuba. 

No  hearings  have  been  held  on  the 
McGovern-Fogarty  amendment.  There 
is  a  jurisdictional  fight  between  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  which  should  be  fully  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
next  year.  The  sensible  thing  to  do  is 
to  extend  the  act  for  2  years,  as  proposed 
in  the  committee  bill,  and  then  give  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  fully  explore  the  entire  situation. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  May  I  remind  the 
distinguished  gentleman  that  hearings 
were  held  on  this  legislation  and  testi¬ 
mony  was  taken  by  the  committee,  and 
everyone  who  wished  to  be  heard  was 
given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  There  may  have  been 
general  hearings  on  the  overall  problem 
but  no  specific  hearings  were  held  on 
the  gentleman’s  amendment,  as  I  recall. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  amendment  was 
considered,  but  not  a  single  farm  or¬ 
ganization  came  out  for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  No  hearings  were  had 
on  the  McGovern  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley],  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  to  close 
debate. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  reiterate  the  statement  I  made  just 
a  moment  ago  to  the  effect  that  accord¬ 
ing  to  my  recollection  no  farm  leader  in 
America  endorsed  this  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  recall  that  anybody  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  endorsed 
the  pending  amendment.  The  bill  be¬ 
fore  you  has  the  endorsement  of  all  farm 
organizations.  It  has  the  endorsement 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The 
Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized  to  re¬ 
cruit  workers. 

No  workers  recruited  under  this  title 
shall  be  available  for  employment  in 
any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
has  determined  and  certified  that,  first, 
sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available 
at  the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform 
the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to 
be  employed;  second,  the  employment 
of  such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect 
the  wages  and  working  conditions  of 
domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly 
employed;  and  third,  reasonable  efforts 
have  been  made  to  attract  domestic 
workers  for  such  employment  at  wages 
and  standard  hours  of  work  comparable 
to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  has  expired. 

All  time  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  Mr.  Santangelo  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  Mr.  Fogarty. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Santangelo) 
there  were — ayes  33,  noes  122. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  re¬ 
curs  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bailey)  there 
were — ayes  51,  noes  138. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  GUBSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mi’.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  bill  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
amend  my  request  and  ask  that  all  de¬ 
bate  on  the  bill  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  15  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Gubser]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mi*.  Chairman,  as  has 
been  stated  repeatedly  oh  the  floor  this 
afternoon,  a  great  deal  of  misinforma¬ 
tion  has  been  circulated  with  respect  to 
the  operation  of  this  program.  It  has 
been  repeated  in  good  faith  by  many 
Members. 

I  wonder  how  any  one  of  us  would 
feel  if  we  had  our  life’s  savings  and  all 
we  could  borrow  from  the  banks  invested 
in  an  apricot  orchard  in  Willows,  Calif., 
at  this  very  moment  and  we  could  go 
out  of  our  front  door  and  see  that  crop, 
on  the  ground — our  savings,  and  our 
work  wasted.  This  is  the  situation  this 
moment  in  Willows,  Calif.  Fifty  per¬ 
cent  of  the  crop  is  on  the  ground  in 
Brentwood,  Calif.;  25  percent  at  Los 
Banos  and  Tracy,  and  other  places.  It 
is  due  to  but  one  thing,  shortage  of  labor. 

One  farmer  lost  $225,000  worth  of 
cherries  just  a  month  ago  in  California. 

Last  year  10,000  tons  of  cling  peaches 
rotted  on  the  ground  because  the  farmers 
could  not  get  labor  to  pick  them.  This 
is  wasted  food.  This  raises  your  cost  of 
living. 

A  great  many  people  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  need  for  this  type  of  labor. 
It  has  been  repeatedly  stated  that  do¬ 
mestic  labor  is  available.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  domestic  labor  does 
not  want  employment  at  any  price  be¬ 
cause  of  the  physical  conditions  involved 
in  doing  the  work. 

Week  after  week  I  have  been  placing 
an  article  in  the  Congressional  Record 
from  my  hometown  newspaper,  the  Gil¬ 
roy  Evening  Dispatch.  It  is  a  weekly  re¬ 
port  from  the  farm  labor  office.  Al¬ 
ways  the  first  paragraph  of  that  article 
says  in  effect:  “We  desperately  need 
cherrypdckers  and  berrypickers.  Come 
down  and  register.” 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  next  para¬ 
graph  of  that  same  article  says  there  are 
500  to  600  continuing  claims  for  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance.  Some  of  these 
claims  are  from  housewives,  I  admit.  I 
talked  to  one  Member  of  Congress  yes¬ 
terday  and  he  said,  “We  tried  to  get  stu¬ 
dents  to  pick  our  strawberries.  They 
would  not  do  it.  But  my  wife  went  out 
and  picked  them  because  she  got  two 
baskets  for  every  four  she  picked,  and 
she  filled  the  freezer  with  them.” 
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Mr.  Chairman,  if  picking  strawberries 
is  not  beneath  the  wife  of  a  Member  of 
Congress,  it  is  not  beneath  young  men  to 
go  out  and  do  the  same  thing.  A  great 
many  of  us  did  it  when  we  were  getting 
started.  We  learned  to  work,  we 
learned  to  earn  our  salt.  And  it  did  not 
hurt  any  of  us.  Not  today.  Very  few 
want  to  work  at  menial  and  stoop  tasks 
any  more,  and  I  will  not  blame  the 
American  people.  But  because  the 
American  people  have  changed  in  their 
desires,  does  that  mean  that  the  farmer 
at  Brentwood,  Tracy,  and  other  places 
should  have  his  years’  savings  go  on  the 
ground  and  result  in  utter  waste  because 
he  cannot  get  the  labor? 

It  is  stated  that  only  2  percent  of  the 
fanners  are  helped.  But  let  us  not  for¬ 
get  that  two-thirds  of  the  Nation’s  acre¬ 
age  is  in  feed  grains.  A  lot  of  it  is  in 
livestock.  When  you  speak  of  this  2 
percent  you  are  speaking  of  only  2  per¬ 
cent  of  10  percent  of  the  farmers,  who 
might  use  this  labor.  This  places  the 
statement  in  an  entirely  different  light. 
It  means  that  20  percent  of  those  who 
.  have  the  need  for  such  labor  actually  use 
\  them.  The  figure  of  2  percent  is  nothing 
more  than  distorted  propaganda  which 
has  been  innocently  repeated  this  after¬ 
noon. 

If  my  neighbor  across  the  road  is  a 
corporation  fanner  and  I  am  a  small 
farmer  it  is  to  my  advantage  that  he  gets 
braceros.  When  his  needs  are  satisfied 
with  braceros  I  have  the  opportunity  of 
hiring  locals.  Without  the  Public  Law  78 
program  my  rich  competitor  could  at¬ 
tract  locals  with  better  offers  which  I 
could  not  match  and  I,  the  small  farmer 
would  suffer  most. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  argument  that  this 
program  only  helps  the  large  farmer  is 
just  not  true. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  Mon¬ 
itor,  the  official  newspaper  of  the  Cath¬ 
olic  Archdiocese  of  San  Francisco,  has 
started  a  series  of  five  articles  giving 
the  growers’  side  of  the  bracero  story.  I 
have  already  placed  the  first  article  in 
the  Record  and  submit  herewith  the  sec- 

)ond  article  which  was  published  June 
24: 

The  Bracero  Story:  “I  Prefer  Local  Labor, 
But — ” 

(By  James  Kelly) 

This  Is  the  second  of  five  articles  on  “The 
Bracero  Story,”  dealing  with  the  dispute  over 
hiring  of  Mexican  nationals  to  harvest  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  crops. 

Telling  the  growers’  side  are  Stephen  A. 
D’Arrigo  of  San  Jose,  Paul  A.  Mariani  of 
Cupertino,  and  Gerald  B.  Hansen,  San  Jose, 
attorney  for  the  Progressive  Growers  Associa¬ 
tion.  Black  dots  indicate  their  chief  claims, 
continued  from  last  week. 

Braceros  do  not  depress  the  farm  wage 
scale.  They  are  hired  at  the  prevailing 
rate — right  now,  $1  an  hour  for  pickers  in 
the  Santa  Clara  Valley.  The  growers  do  not 
set  this  rate.  The  State  farm  placement 
service  tells  them  what  to  pay. 

“Labor  accounts  for  the  bulk  of  a  grow¬ 
er’s  costs  in  producing  some  crops,  up  to  85 
percent  in  strawberries,”  D’Arrigo  said.  “He 
can  pay  just  so  much  without  losing  money. 
In  fact,  Salinas  has  been  forced  out  of  carrot 
production  because  growers  there  could  not 
compete  with  the  lower  labor  costs  in  Texas. 

“I  would  prefer  to  hire  domestic  labor  if 
I  could,  even  at  $1.25  an  hour,  because  it 
costs  me  $32.50  to  bring  a  bracero  up  from 


the  border  reception  station  and  return  him. 
But  the  local  labor  market  cannot  supply  me 
with  the  workers  I  need,  when  I  need  them.” 

Labor  costs  knocked  strawberry  acreage 
from  22,000  down  to  12,000  this  year,  Mariani 
said.  D’Arrigo  noted  he  has  only  500,  in¬ 
stead  of  1,500,  acres  in  pole  beans  for  the 
same  reason. 

Housing,  food,  and  sanitation  at  bracero 
camps  in  California  are  above  reproach. 

“There  are  bound  to  be  some  abuses,  some 
violations  of  the  rules,  certainly,”  attorney 
Hansen  declared.  “But  these  are  few  and  far 
between.  Archbishop  Lucey’s  accusations  on 
this  score  may  be  true  in  Texas,  but  they 
don’t  apply  here.  For  one  thing,  the  inter¬ 
national  agreement  with  Mexico  spells  out 
in  detail  exactly  the  kind  of  conditions  a 
grower  has  to  maintain. 

“Discovery  of  an  abuse  means  the  grower 
loses  his  braceros.  With  the  labor  shortage, 
he  simply  can’t  afford  to  risk  it.” 

(The  Monitor  visited  a  camp  at  D’Arrigo’s 
Santa  Teresa  ranch  south  of  San  Jose.  Bar¬ 
racks-type  quarters  appeared  neat  and  clean 
with  steel  cots  and  linoleum  floors.  Out¬ 
door  privies  were  provided  with  running 
water.  Surrounding  grounds  were  graveled 
and  well  drained.  There  were  indoor  show¬ 
ers  and  a  lean-to  washroom,  all  clean.  The 
noon  meal  of  chorizo  and  frijoles — braceros 
are  fed  Mexican-style  food  according  to  a 
daily  menu  outlined  in  the  Progressive 
Growers  Association  handbook — was  being 
prepared  in  a  spotless  kitchen  for  serving  in 
an  equally  clean  mess  hall. 

The  “corporation”  farms’  use  of  braceros 
is  not  ruining  the  small  family  farmer. 

“It’s  not  braceros,  but  the  increase  in  cost 
of  production,  that’s  hurting  the  small 
farmer,”  D’Arrigo  pointed  out. 

“Eighty  thousand  acres  have  been  taken 
out  of  production  in  Santa  Clara  county  in 
the  past  10  years.  No  new  farmers  have 
gone  into  agriculture.  Actually,  the  only 
thing  keeping  California  farmers’  heads 
above  water  is  not  returns  on  their  crops,  but 
capital  gains — that  is,  sale  of  their  property. 

“There  are  people  right  in  this  county,  old-, 
timers  especially,  making  a  bare  living,  if 
that,  from  their  crops.  But  they  could  sell 
the  land  they’re  sitting  on  for  millions  of 
dollars,  and  eventually  they  will,  as  urban¬ 
ization  continues.” 

This  is  the  bracero  story  as  seen  by  grow¬ 
ers.  Does  it  paint  a  picture  of  a  "ghastly 
racket,”  an  insult  to  the  American  con¬ 
science? 

Mariani,  D’Arrigo,  and  Hansen  agreed  that 
more  light  is  needed  on  the  big  and  basic 
social  problem  that  has  generated  the  whole 
bracero  issue. 

That  problem:  Can  American  consumers 
be  educated  to  pay  substantially  higher 
prices  for  farm  products?  If  not,  who  will 
bear  the  cost  of  the  kind  of  wages  required 
to  keep  American  farm  workers  “down  on 
the  farm”? 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  are  to  argue 
morals  let  us  think  for  a  moment  of  the 
programs  benefits  to  underprivileged 
citizens  of  Mexico.  This  is  second  only 
to  tourism  as  a  source  of  outside  income 
to  Mexico.  It  has  allowed  hundreds  of 
Mexican  families  living  at  starvation 
levels  to  assume  the  dignity  of  owing 
land,  being  in  business  for  themselves, 
and  improving  their  standard  of  living. 
Our  Government  has  adopted  the  policy, 
through  the  mutual  security  program  of 
helping  underprivileged  people.  This  is 
a  way  of  doing  this  and  at  the  same  time 
saving  crops  which  will  go  to  waste. 

Braceros  do  not  replace  domestic 
labor.  You  cannot  employ  them  while 
one  domestic  wants  a  job  and  does  not 
have  it.  It  is  well  regulated  and  clean 
living  and  working  conditions  are  as¬ 
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sured.  It  is  necessary  and  worthy  of 
your  support. 

(Mr.  GUBSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  time  be 
given  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Shelley], 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
time  be  given  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Shelley], 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Oregon? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  time  be 
given  to  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Shelley]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Shelley]. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Shelley:  On. 
page  1,  line  4,  after  “June  30”  strike  out 
“1963”  and  insert  “1962." 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  would  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  that 
I  agree  with  his  amendment.  I  had  a 
similar  amendment  to  offer.  I  should 
like  to  join  with  the  gentleman  in  his 
amendment,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  my  time  be  given  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Shelley]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  first  place,  the  argument  has  been 
made  that  those  who  proposed  the  pre¬ 
ceding  amendment,  and  I  am  not  sur¬ 
prised  it  was  defeated,  were  opposed  to 
this  program.  Nobody  has  offered  here 
today  anything  to  end  the  program. 
Nobody  has  made  one  suggestion  about 
terminating  it.  I  will  say  to  those  who 
support  this  legislation  that  there  are 
farm  areas  in  this  country  and  crops 
which,  if  the  crops  are  to  be  harvested, 
need  outside  labor,  and  that  there  is  a 
drastic  shortage  of  it.  There  have  been 
incidents  of  crop  loss  over  the  years. 
This  bill  would  extend  the  present  law  2 
years  past  July  1,  1961.  The  existing  act 
does  not  terminate  in  the  next  month;  it 
terminates  a  year  from  now. 

My  amendment  would  give  a  new  ad¬ 
ministration  the  opportunity  to  study  it 
for  a  year  and  come  in  with  a  program 
that  would  end  the  confusion,  the  con¬ 
sternation  and  the  conflict  that  exist 
and  have  existed  throughout  the  period 
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this  law  has  been  in  existence.  It  would 
extend  the  law  to  July  1,  1962. 

Do  not  extend  this  law  to  1963.  Let 
us  clear  up  this  confusion,  let  us  make 
a  contribution  to  the  needs,  the  require¬ 
ments  and  the  demands  on  both  sides, 
and  let  us  be  fair. 

I  say  this  is  a  fair  approach.  It  would 
give  a  new  administration  with  a  new 
view,  a  new  look,  a  chance  to  study  it 
and  come  in  and  make  recommendations 
to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  adopted,  which  simply  cuts 
down  the  expiration  date  or  extension 
from  June  30,  1963,  to  June  30,  1962. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  l  Mr. 
Gross]. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman]. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Sure 
you  may  get  a  new  administration,  but 
.you  will  have  gotten  the  same  old 
growers  of  fruit  and  farm  produce. 

You  have  been  yipping  and  yelling 
about  second-class  citizens.  What  we 
are  trying  to  do  here  is  to  make  every¬ 
body  who  owns  an  acre  of  land  a  sec¬ 
ond-class  citizen  with  organized  labor 
giving  the  orders  where  they  do  not 
represent  employees.  That  is  what  it  is. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  organized  labor  are  so  con¬ 
cerned  when  none  of  their  members  are 
employees  in  this  business.  Why  are  you 
yelling  about  the  Mexicans  when  they 
are  satisfied  and  the  farmer-employer 
is  satisfied?  Why  should,  and  where 
does,  organized  labor  come  in? 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Did  you 
see  what  Quinn  said  today? 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  No;  I 
cannot  yield. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Rhodes]  . 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  bill  must  be  extended  for  2 
years.  Without  legislation  to  extend 
this  particular  bill,  it  will  be  almost  im¬ 
possible  for  the  farmers  to  get  financing; 
it  will  be  almost  impossible  for  the 
farmer  to  plant  his  crop.  The  farmer 
has  to  know  this  day  and  time,  the  situa¬ 
tion  concerned,  under  which  he  will  grow 
his  crop.  Without  at  least  2  years  to 
determine  what  he  will  be  doing  when 
the  crop  is  planted,  when  the  crop  is 
to  be  harvested,  all  of  the  imponderables 
which  a  farmer  must  face,  anyway,  it 
would  be  almost  impossible  for  him  to 
plan  and  conduct  his  business  in  the 
way  you  and  I  would  want  to  conduct 
ours. 

So,  I  ask  that  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  be 
voted  down  and  that  the  bill  be  passed 


as  it  was  reported  from  the  great  Com¬ 
mittee  on  A-griculture. 

(Mr.  ABBITT  and  Mr.  COOLEY  asked 
and  were  given  permission  to  yield  the 
time  allotted  them  to  Mr.  Gathings.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Gathings]  . 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  want  to  say  that  the  farmer  pays 
the  major  part  of  the  cost  of  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  this  program;  that  is,  bringing 
up  the  labor  from  away  down  150  to  200 
miles  inside  Mexico  up  to  the  reception 
center  and  for  processing  that  bracero 
at  the  border  and  for  transporting  him 
to  the  farm  and  giving  him  an  insurance 
policy,  subsistence,  hot  lunch  en  route, 
and  then  returning  that  worker  right 
back  to  the  border  again.  It  costs  $42.60, 
as  the  record  reveals,  to  bring  a  man  up 
and  to  get  him  back,  that  is,  to  the  State 
or  Arkansas,  a  distance  of  about  1,000 
miles  from  the  Mexican  border. 

Now,  that  $42.60  would  not  be  paid  by 
that  farmer  if  he  could  get  that  labor 
from  any  other  source;  he  would  not  do 
it,  because  it  is  not  recoverable.  Not  one 
nickel  of  that  money  is  reimbursed. 
$42.60  is  the  amount  paid  to  obtain  this 
labor  to  chop  or  to  harvest  his  crop. 

Now,  the  gentleman  would  want  to 
only  have  a  1-year  extension  of  this  act. 
It  has  always  been  a  2-year  act  from  the 
very  beginning.  In  1951  we  passed  a  2- 
year  act.  We  came  along  again  in  1953 
and  extended  it  for  2  years.  We  have 
always  extended  it  more  than  1  year  all 
along  the  line.  The  farmer  knows  what 
to  expect.  It  would  be  a  hardship  to 
have  a  1-year  extension,  which  would 
require  the  farmers  to  come  back  to 
Washington  again,  at  heavy  expense,  to 
ask  for  an  extension  of  this  act  after 
such  a  short  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  would  just  like  to 
point  out  that  when  we  have  hearings 
on  this  Mexican  labor  bill  people  come 
from  all  over  the  United  States  at  their 
own  expense. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  They  do. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  they  stay  here  in 
hotels  day  after  day  to  present  their 
views  to  our  committee,  and  once  every 
2  years  is  often  enough  to  subject  them 
to  that  kind  of  treatment. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Absolutely.  I  agree 
with  the  chairman  of  the  committee.  It 
is  very  expensive  for  these  farmers  to 
come  here  to  get  this  extension  approved 
by  the  Congress.  I  trust  that  the 
amendment  will  be  voted  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty]. 

(Mr.  FOGARTY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
summarize  before  this  vote  is  taken,  I 
must  make  very  clear  and  explicit  what 
a  vote  for  H.R,  12759  really  represents. 

First  of  all,  a  vote  for  this  bill  would 
represent  a  vote  for  continuation  of  30 
to  50  cents  per  horn*  wage  rates  for  our 


own  farmworkers — as  in  Arkansas  to¬ 
day.  U.S.  farmworkers  rates  do  not  go 
above  that  level  there  as  long  as  sufficient 
Mexicans  are  available  at  50  cents. 

It  would  be  a  vote  for  continuation  of 
acute  underemployment  of  U.S.  farm¬ 
workers — which  holds  their  average 
earnings  to  under  $1,000  per  year — under 
$600  per  year  for  nonwhites. 

In  other  words,  this  would  be  a  vote 
for  impoverishment  of  our  own  farm¬ 
workers;  ignoring  the  clear  need  to  im¬ 
prove  the  protection  of  our  workers 
against  foreign  worker  competition,  it 
would  be  a  vote,  instead,  for  weakening 
the  existing  protections  for  U.S.  farm¬ 
workers. 

A  vote  for  this  bill  would  also  be  a  vote 
for  growing  dependence  upon  foreign¬ 
ers  for  growing  our  foodstuffs.  Already 
more  than  80  percent  of  our  lettuce  har¬ 
vest  is  in  the  hands  of  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals. 

It  would  be  a  vote  to  extend  a  special 
advantage  to  the  51,000  farmers — less 
than  2  percent  of  the  total — who  employ 
Mexicans. 

It  would  be  a  vote  for  reduced  incomes 
for  the  family  farms  whose  markets  are 
being  steadily  undermined  by  the  out¬ 
put  of  cheap  foreign  labor. 

It  would  even  represent  a  vote  to  in¬ 
crease  the  burden  on  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury — for  continuing  subsidies  to  the 
growers  of  surplus  cotton  raised  with 
foreign  labor. 

And  this  is  something  I  did  not  know 
until  it  was  brought  out  today.  It 
would  represent  a  vote  to  increase  the 
burden  on  the  Federal  Treasury,  on  the 
taxpayers,  for  continuing  subsidies  to 
the  growers  of  surplus  cotton  raised  with 
foreign  labor.  In  other  words,  60  per¬ 
cent  of  those  450,000  Mexicans  are  going 
to  be  used  to  pick  cotton  that  is  already 
in  surplus  and  which  is  costing  the  tax¬ 
payers  millions  upon  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  Storage  costs  alone  will  be  about 
$12  million  for  this  past  year. 

I  must  make  clear  to  the  House,  also 
that  a  vote  for  this  bill  is  a  vote  to 
reject  the  unanimous  judgment  of 
the  Nation’s  moral  leadership — the 
churches — who  advise  unequivocally 
that  the  present  bracero  program  is  un¬ 
acceptably  immoral.  Such  a  vote  is  a 
demonstration  to  the  undeveloped,  un¬ 
committed  nations  of  the  world  of  how 
little  our  moral  preachments  mean 
when  the  selfish  interest  of  our  large 
landowners  are  involved. 

Such  a  vote  is  a  vote  also  for  ignoring 
the  objections  and  concern  of  the 
Mexican  labor  movement  and  of  the 
church  in  Mexico — an  attitude  on  our 
part  which  would  only  worsen  our  al¬ 
ready  sensitive  relations  with  the  peo¬ 
ples  of  other  Latin  American  countries. 

Those  who  wish  to  vote  for  permitting 
increasing  use  of  Mexican  contract 
workers  in  skilled  farm  jobs  and  as 
year  round  workers  should  vote  for 
this  bill. 

Those  who  wish  to  vote  for  use  of 
permanent  immigrants  or  citizens,  on 
the  grounds  that  the  former  can  be  held 
on  the  job;  that  he  is  not  free  to  accept 
other  more  attractive  employment — a 
reason  that  is  openly  admitted — those 
should  also  vote  for  Mr.  Gathings’  bill. 
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And  those  who  wish  to  continue  to  re¬ 
fuse  U.S.  farmworkers  the  same  elemen¬ 
tary  protections  and  guarantees  pro¬ 
vided  Mexican  workers  should  also  vote 
for  this  bill.  For  under  that  bill,  the 
Department  of  Labor  is  not  authorized 
or  permitted  to  assure  equivalent  bene¬ 
fits  for  U.S.  workers. 

A  vote  for  this  bill  is  a  vote  for 
acquiescing  in  an  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  effort  to  interpret  a  27-year-old  stat¬ 
ute  for  which  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee  never  has  had  any  responsibility — 
and  about  which  it  has  had,  apparently, 
little  knowledge. 

Such  a  vote,  also,  would  be  a  vote  in 
favor  of  Farm  Bureau  Federation  dicta¬ 
tion  of  U.S.  labor  policy — dictation  in  the 
clear  interest  of  a  few  large  farmers  and 
against  the  clear  interest  of  most  of  the 
Farm  Bureau’s  own  membership. 

Finally,  I  suggest  emphatically  to  my 
colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
that  a  vote  for  this  bill  is  a  vote  for  ex¬ 
ploitation  of  the  many  for  the  benefit  of 
the  few.  Seldom  has  an  issue  been  more 

Cl63il'  CLlt; 

(Mr.  WAINWRIGHT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  WAINWRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  the  Representative  of  Long  Island  po¬ 
tato  growers,  and  other  farmers,  I  can¬ 
not  support  the  position  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  FogartyI 
to  eliminate  migrant  farm  labor  on  Long 
Island.  None  of  our  farmers,  nor  the 
Farm  Bureau,  has  contacted  me  in  re¬ 
gard  to  this  bill.  However,  I  am  sure 
that  if  they  realized  that  Long  Island 
migrant  labor  would  be  done  away  with 
that  they  would  have  been  up  in  arms. 
My  vote  shall  be  cast  for  a  continuation 
of  the  system  which*  allows  migrants  to 
work  on  Long  Island  during  the  proper 
seasons.  Failure  to  permit  this  will 
cause  our  farms  to  be  destroyed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Shelley]  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Evins,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Ag¬ 
ricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  569,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Becker  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.R.  12759  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  in  his  opinion 
the  “ayes”  had  it. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just, 
passed.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection^ it 
is  so  ordered.  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 


MN  SMITH  of  Virginia^  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  repair  ted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Nivileged  resolution  (H.  Res,  586, 
Rept.  No\2036) ,.  whichr  was  referred  to 
the  House\alendar  >ind  ordered  to  be 
printed:  \  / 

Resolved,  Tha\uuon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shaloroe  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  Nelf  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole yHousX  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  tha/considei\tion  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
10876)  to  attiend  sectioi^2  (relating  to  the 
endowmerdr  and  support  of  colleges  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanicNrts)  of  the  Act 
of  Jun^29,  1935,  to  increaseXthe  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants 
to  lpd  grant  institutions.  Afcer  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  Bo  the  bill, 
ajm  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  One  hour, 
/to  be  equally  divided  and  controlle<N>y  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  menu^r  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-rmn- 
ute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considers^ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  in¬ 
tervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 


Mi'.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  fol¬ 
lowing  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  587, 
Rept.  No.  2037),  which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  tile  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  J.  Res.  170)  to  authorize  the  partici¬ 
pation  in  an  international  convention  of 
representative  citizens  from  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  Treaty  nations  to  examine  how  greater 


political  and  economic  cooperation  among 
their  peoples  may  be  promoted,  to  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  United  States  delegates 
to  such  convention,  and  for  other  Purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shaU'  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  resolution,  and  shan  continue 
not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  /Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs,  the  resoluirion  shall  be  read 
for  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule. 
At  the  conclusion  of  thamonsideration  of  the 
resolution  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  reporjr  the  resolution  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  aPd  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  resolu¬ 
tion  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  pas¬ 
sage  without/in  ter  veiling  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 

*  /  — 

EXT^SION  OF  SUGAR  ACT  OF  1948 
/  AS  AMENDED 

Jur.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the  Com- 
nuttee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following 
privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  588,  Rept. 
No.  2038),  which  was  referred  to  the 
House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12311)  to  extend  for  one  year  the  Sugar  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That 
after  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed 
one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
the  bill  shall  be  considered  as  having  been 
read  for  amendment.  No  amendments  shall 
be  in  order  to  said  bill  except  amendments 
offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  and  said  amendments  shall  be 
in  order,  any  rule  of  the  House  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding.  Amendments  offered 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
may  be  offered  to  any  section  of  the  bill  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  general  debate,  but 
said  amendments  shall  not  be  subject  to 
amendment.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo- 
Vion  to  recommit,  with  or  without  instruc¬ 
tions. 


FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES’  COMPENSA¬ 
TION  ACT  AMENDMENTS  OF  1960 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  call  up  House  Resolution  572  and  ask 
for  its  immNiate  consideration. 

The  ClerkNread  the  resolution,  as 
follows :  \ 

Resolved,  That  utoon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  b\m  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  oto  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12383)  to  amend  the  FiOleral  Employees’ 
Compensation  Act  to  mak\  benefits  more 
realistic  in  terms  of  present  wage  rates,  and 
for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  biV  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  one  hoof,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  memberV  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  tliK^fil 
6hall  be  read  for  amendment  under  th\5- 
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vinute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  Considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendment  thereto  to  final  passage  without 
interveningV  motion  except  one  motion  to 
recommit. 

Mr.  SMITB^of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown!  30  minutes,  and  yield  myself 
1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  thisVesolution  makes  in 
order  with  1  horn’  of  general  debate  the 
consideration  of  the  bik  H.R.  12383,  re¬ 
ported  unanimously  by\he  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor\approved  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  a\d  approved 
by  the  Navy  Department.  There  is  no 
objection  to  it  from  any  souro^  that  I 
know  of. 

This  relates  to  a  revamping  df  the 
Federal  Employees’  Compensation  kAct, 
which  has  not  been  revised  for  many 
years  and  has  some  things  in  it  that 
need  correction. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  gentleman  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Smith],  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  has  explained  this  rule  and 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  very  well.  I 
know  of  no  opposition  to  the  rule  on  this 
side. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 
The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  with  the  approval  of  the 
minority  members  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
FrelinghuysenI  and  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Goodell],  that  the 
bill,  H.R.  12383,  to  amend  the  Federal 
Employees’  Compensation  Act  to  make 
benefits  more  realistic  in  terms  of  pres¬ 
ent  wage  rates,  and  for  other  purposes, 
be  considered  in  the  House  as  in  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Howie 
cf  Representatives  of  the  United  State y  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  Thaythls 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Employees’ 
Compensation  Act  Amendments  of  1960”. 

TITLE  I - SUBSTANTIVE  AMENDMENTS 

Increase  in  minimum  compensation  for  total 
disability,  attendants,  allow/nce,  mainte¬ 
nance  while  undergoing  vocational  reha¬ 
bilitation 

Sec.  101.  Section  6  of/the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  Is  amended  by 
striking  out  "$75”  in  Paragraph  (1)  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$125”;  by  striking/out  “$50”  In  paragraph 
(2)  of  subsectiotyqb)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$100”;  }Sy  striking  out  “$112.50”  in 
subsection  (chmnd  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$180”. 

byfrrease  in  death  benefits 
Sec.  102r  Section  10(K)  of  the  Federal  Em- 
ployees’ /Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$150”  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$240”. 


Increase  in  burial  payments 
Sec.  103.  Section  11  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$400”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$800”. 

Increase  of  compensation  base  where  injury 
occurred  before  January  1, 1958 
Sec.  104.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Act  or  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Compensation  Act,  the  monthly  pay  upon 
the  basis  of  which  compensation  for  disabil¬ 
ity  or  death  is  computed  under  the  Federal 
Employees’  Compensation  Act  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  as  follows:  If  such  employee’s  injury 
(or  injury  causing  death)  occurred  before 
January  1,  1958,  but  after  December  31,  1950, 
such  eligible  employee’s  “monthly  pay”  shall 
be  increased  by  10  percent;  if  such  employee’s 
injury  (or  injury  causing  death)  occurred 
before  January  1,  1951,  but  after  December 
31,  1945,  such  eligible  employee’s  “monthly 
pay”  shall  be  increased  by  20  percent;  if  such 
employee’s  injury  (or  injury  causing  death) 
occurred  before  January  1,  1946,  such  eligible 
employee’s  “monthly  pay”  shall  be  increased 
by  30  percent:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this 
or  any  other  Act  of  Congress  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  make  the  increase  in  the  monthly 
pay  provided  by  this  section  applicable  to 
military  personnel,  or  to  any  person  or  em¬ 
ployee  not  within  the  definition  of  section 
4oSb)  (1)  or  (2)  of  the  Federal  Employees’ 
Compensation  Act:  Provided  further,  Thai 
this  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  permit 
the  amount  of  compensation  on  account  of 
an  employee's  disability  or  death  to  be  in¬ 
creased  mVe  than  10  percent  if  suciylnjury 
(or  injury \ausing  death)  occurred  before 
January  1,  19^8,  but  after  December  31,  1950, 
nor  more  than\20  percent  if  suclg  injury  (or 
injury  causing  a^ath)  occurrec^oefore  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1951,  but  ar^er  December  31,  1945,  nor 
more  than  30  percent  if  sucft  injury  (or  in¬ 
jury  causing  death)  \pcurjgd  prior  to  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1946. 

Liberalisation  of  miniJfhum  and  maximum 
compensation  for  amertency  relief  work¬ 
ers  /  \ 

Sec.  105.  The  Bsvond  provkp  of  the  first 
section  of  the  .Act  approved ''February  15, 
1934  (5  U.S.C./796)  is  amendedSby  striking 
out  “$100”  inglause  (a)  and  inserrUig  in  lieu 
thereof  “$1  afl”;  and  by  striking  outY$75”  id- 
clause  {by  and  Inserting  In  lieu  \J1ere0f 
“$150”. 

LE  n - TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

Clarification  of  scheduled  awards 
a.  201.  The  first  sentence  of  section  5(a)' 
rthe  Federal  Employees’  Compensation  Act 
/s  amended  by  inserting  after  "body,”  the 
’following:  “regardless  of  whether  the  cause 
of  such  disability  originates  in  a  part  of  the 
body  other  than  such  member,”. 

Eligibility  for  or  receipt  of  benefits  earned 
under  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  not  to 
preclude  payment  of  compensation  for 
scheduled  losses,  election  by  claimants  eli¬ 
gible  to  receive  veterans’  benefits  for  same 
disability  or  death 

Sec.  202.  Section  7(a)  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  7.  (a)  That  as  long  as  the  employee 
is  in  receipt  of  compensation  under  this  Act, 
or,  if  he  has  been  paid  a  lump  sum  in  com¬ 
mutation  of  installment  payments,  until  the 
expiration  of  the  period  during  which  such 
installment  payments  would  have  continued, 
he  shall  not  receive  from  the  United  States 
any  salary,  pay,  or  remuneration  whatsoever 
except  in  return  for  services  actually  per¬ 
formed,  and  except  pensions  for  service  in 
the  Army  or  Navy  of  the  United  States:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  eligibility  for  or  receipt  of  bene¬ 
fits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
shall  in  no  way  impair  the  employee’s  right 


to  receive  compensation  for  scheduled  dis¬ 
abilities  specified  in  section  5(a)  of  this  Act: 
Provided  further,  That  whenever  any  persor 
is  entitled  to  receive  any  benefits  under  th  " 
Act  by  reason  of  his  injury,  or  by  reason/ of 
the  death  of  an  employee,  as  defined  infec¬ 
tion  40,  and  is  also  entitled  to  receivar  from 
the  United  States  any  payments  or  /benefits 
(other  than  the  proceeds  of  any  insurance 
policy) ,  by  reason  cf  such  injury  or  death 
under  any  other  Act  of  Congress because  of 
service  by  him  (or  in  the  ca sse  of  death,  by 
the  deceased)  as  an  employed  as  so  defined, 
or  because  of  service  by  hinyfor  in  the  case  of 
death,  by  the  deceased)  i nr  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States,  su^n  person  shall  elect 
which  benefits  he  shale  receive.  Such  elec¬ 
tion  shall  be  made  vmhin  one  year  after  the 
injury  or  death,  or  /uch  further  time  as  the 
Administrator  may  for  good  cause  allow,  and 
when  made  shalbne  irrevocable  unless  other¬ 
wise  provided  hy  law.” 

Medical  cage  to  claimants  receiving  Civil 
Service  annuity 

Sec.  203/’ The  first  sentence  of  section  9(a) 
of  the  HAieral  Employees’  Compensation  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  "arisen,”  the 
following:  “and  notwithstanding  that  the 
employee  has  accepted  or  is  entitled  to  re¬ 
ceive  benefits  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act,”. 

'Considerations  in  computation  of  wage¬ 
earning  capacity 

Sec.  204.  Section  13(b)  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  all  that  follows  “his  usual  em¬ 
ployment,”  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such 
matter  stricken  out  the  following:  “his  age, 
his  qualifications  for  other  employment,  the 
availability  of  suitable  employment,  and  any 
other  factors  or  circumstances  in  the  case 
which  may  affect  his  capacity  to  earn  wages 
in  his  disabled  condition.” 

Notice  of  injury  and  claim  for  compensation 
in  cases  of  latent  disability 
Sec.  205.  Section  20  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after  the  first  sentence 
thereof  the  following :  “In  cases  of  latent  dis¬ 
ability  due  to  radiation  or  other  causes,  the 
time  for  filing  claim  shall  not  begin  to  run 
until  the  employee  has  a  compensable  disabil¬ 
ity  and  is  aware,  or  by  the  exercise  of  reason¬ 
able  diligence  should  have  been  aware  of  the 
causal  relationship  of  the  compensable  dis¬ 
ability  to  his  employment:  Provided,  That 
the  time  for  giving  notice  of  injury  in  such 
cases  shall  begin  to  run  as  soon  as  the  em¬ 
ployee  is  aware,  or  in  the  exercise  of  reason- 
'  able  diligence  should  have  been  aware,  that 
his  condition  is  causally  related  to  his  em¬ 
ployment,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  there 
is  aXfompensable  disability.” 

Report  0}  injuries 

Sec.  206.  Section  24  of  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  ,!W)  ”  after  “Sec.  24.”  and  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(b)  'Whoever,  being  an  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  United  States  charged  with  the 
responsibility  for\naking  the  reports  speci¬ 
fied  in  subsection  (a) ,  willfully  fails,  neglects, 
or  refuses  to  make  any  such  report  or  know¬ 
ingly  files  a  false  reptort,  or  induces,  com¬ 
pels,  or  directs  an  injured  employee  to  forego 
filing  of  any  claim  for  compensation  or  other 
benefits  provided  under  this  Act  or  any 
extension  or  application  thereof,  or  willfully 
retains  any  notice,  report,  claim,  or  paper 
which  is  required  to  be  filed  under  this  Act 
or  any  extension  or  applicationVhereof,  or 
regulations  promulgated  thereunder  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  uponSconvic- 
tlon  thereof  shall  be  fined  not  morXthan 
$500  or  imprisoned  not  more  than\one 
year,  or  both.” 


86th congress  If  T%  i 

2d  Session  H.  K.  I  Z7  DV 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  30,  1960 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  tlie  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  509  of  such  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 

4  striking  “June  30,  1961”  and  inserting  “June  30,  1963”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  29,  1960. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  received  Pn^sident’s  me^sa.ge  on  sugar.  Senate  committee 
reported  bill  to  extend  Mexican  faym  labor  program.  Senate  began  debate  on  mutual 
security  appropriation  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  nomination  of  Stephens  to 
be  CCC  Board  member.  House  received  conference  reX>rt  on  State- Jus  bice 
appropriation  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  SUGAR,  Both  houses  received  the  President’s  message  requesting\that  the  Sugar 
Act  be  extended  beyond  the  present  termination  date  of  March  3l\.196l,  and  re¬ 
questing  .authority  to  purohase  from  any  foreign  countries  withouvsregard  to 
allocation  the  additional  322,000  short  tons  of  sugar  -which  was  allocated  to 
the  Dominican  Republic  under  the  July  I960  amendment  of  the  Sugar  AcW  to 
.S*  Finance *'a»d  H,  Agriculture  Committees,  pp.  16015,  16039-40 


2.  FARM  LABOR.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H. 
12759,  to  extend  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program  (p.  1592L).  The  "Daily  Diges 
states  that  the  bill  was  amended  so  as  to  provide  for  a  6-month  extension  of 
the  program  (p,  D702).  (S»  Rapt,  1901),  _ _ _  . 


/  3.  MUTUAL  SECURITY  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Began  debate  on  this  bill  H.  R.  12619 
Agreed  to  the  committee  amendments  en  bloc  so  that  the  bill  as  amended  could  be 


considered  as  original  text  for  purposes  of  further  amendment®  pp.  16015, 

16017-8 

As  reported  by  the  Appropriations  Committee,  the  bill  includes  items 
follows:  Provides  $172  million  for  technical  cooperation,  $256  million  ft 
fecial  assistance,  and  $2  million  for  payment  of  ocean  freight  charges Xo 
move  supplies  donated  to  and  by  U,  S.  voluntary  agencies.  Provides  th^ft  none 
of  the  funds  appropriated  for  Defense  Support,  the  Development  Loan  Bund, 
Special  Assistance,  or  the  President’s  Special.  Authority  and  Contingency  Fund 
shall  bk  used  to  finance  the  construction  of  any  new  flood  control,  reclamation 
or  other  Neater  or  related  land  resource  project  or  program  whichTdoes  not  meet 
a  feasibility™ ratio  of  related  programs  in  the  U.  S,  based  on  Ime  engineering 
inf ormat ion  available  at  the  time  the  project  is  being  considered.  Deletes  a 
House  provision  which  would  prohibit  the  use  of  any  funds  appropriated  for 
loans  in  underdeveloped  nations  to  associations  of  operators  of  small  farms 


for  the  improvement  of  agricultural  methods  and  t echniques .  Deletes  a  House 


provision  which  woHld  prohibit  the  use  of  funds  appropriated  for  a  study  of  the 
need  for  a  Point  Fouy  Youth  Corps  to  train  young  peopjfce  to  serve  abroad  in  pr 
grams  of  technical  c operation.  Deletes  a  House  provision  directed  against 
delays  in  providing  documents  at  the  request  of  G 

Regarding  the  use  o)^  foreign  currencies  for  /Various  programs,  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  states  as  follows: 

•'Various  provisions  of\law  authorize  the/6se  of  foreign  currencies  for 
special  programs  without  charge  to  agency  appropriations.  In  many  coun¬ 
tries  this  results  in  a  reduction  in/currencies  that  might  otherwise  have 
been  available  to  sell  to  ^agencies  Xo  meet  their  regular  local  expenses® 
This  has  the  same  effect  on\the  Treasury  as  spending  dollars  for  those 
specially  authorized  programs^  7 

"It  was  proposed  by  the  Presided  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1961  that 
U.  S.  agency  foreign  currency' programs  be  covered  by  appropriations  com¬ 
mencing  with  fiscal  year  19^0. .  TMs  change  will  not  alter  total  appro¬ 
priations  or  expenditures ybut  will  increase  the  appropriations  of  the 
agency  using  the  currency  so  as  to  give  an  accurate  figure  and  in  the 
case  of  Public  Law  li80/xoreign  currencies  decrease  those  of  the  Commodi¬ 
ty  Credit  Corporatio: 

"The  committee  feels/khat  the  recommendatiNms  in  this  regard  in  the  1961 
budget  are  sound  and  desirable  and  insofar\as  possible  it  is  intended 
the  committee  wijfcl  follow  the  procedure  outlined  in  the  budget," 


ho  NOMINATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  the  nomination  of 
Carl  J.  Stephens , /General  Counsel  of  the  Department,  tb^  be  a  member  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  CCC.  p.  1592U 


OLD-AGE  ASSISTANCE  *  By  a  vote  of  91  to  2,  passed  with  amendments  H.  R,  12580, 
to  provide  federal  grants  to  States  for  medical  care  for  age\  individuals  of 

pp.  15936-56 ,  15963-16015 


low  income 


6.  LANDS;  MINERALS  v  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  repoiH^ed  with 
amendments  S.  l6?0,  to  provide  for  the  granting  of  mineral  rights  in  certain 
stead  lands  in  Alaska  (S.  Rept,  1905),  p.  15924 


home 


)S;  RESEARCH.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  ahjendmenfc 
’•  3339,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  transfer  160  acresNof  the 
present  U.  S.  Beef  Cattle  Research  Station  at  Fort  Reno,  Okla0,  to  the  Sewse- 
tary  of  the  Army  for  use  as  a  national  cemetaiy  (S.  Rept.  1902).  p.  l592ii 


8,  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  approved  the  following  wate 
shed  projects;  Kickapoo  Creek,  Tex.,  Leatherwood  Creek,  Va,;  Long  Marsh,  Md,; 
and  Timber  Creek,  Okla,  p,  D702 
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August  23  (legislative  day,  August  22),  1960. — Ordered  to  be  printed  • 


Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12759] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  194$, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  an  amendment. 

This  bill,  with  the  committee  amendment,  would  extend  for  6 
months  (until  December  31,  1961),  the  act  under  which  workers  are 
brought  into  the  United  States  from  Mexico  under  the  supervision  of 
the  Department  of  Labor,  and  pursuant  to  an  international  agreement 
with  the  Government  of  Mexico,  to  assist  in  seasonal  farm  operations 
in  the  United  States. 

This  program  has  been  in  existence  since  1951  with  very  slight  modi¬ 
fications  and  has  provided  seasonal  help  to  farmers  without  which 
many  crops  could  not  have  been  adequately  harvested. 

The  present  act  expires  on  June  30,  1961,  in  the  midst  of  the  most 
)  active  season  of  many  crops  dependent  upon  labor  provided  under  the 
program.  Its  extension  before  the  adjournment  of  this  Congress  is 
essential  in  order  to  permit  farmers  to  make  their  1961  production 
plans  and  obtain  financing,  where  necessary,  with  assurance  that  labor 
to  harvest  their  crops  will  be  available.  In  many  instances  adequate 
financing  would  be  impossible  to  obtain  without  this  assurance. 

The  Department  of  Labor,  in  its  report  on  the  bill,  recommended 
that  because  of  a  need  for  exploring  proposals  raised  by  a  committee 
of  consultants  appointed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  extension  of  the 
program  should  be  deferred  until  next  year.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  believes  that  the  program  is  satisfactory,  and  has  reserva¬ 
tions  about  any  proposals  which  would  substantially  change  the  pro¬ 
gram,  but  also  suggests  that  action  be  deferred.  The  committee 
therefore  recommends  that  the  program  be  extended  only  for  6  months 
at  this  time.  This  extension  will  provide  assurance  that  workers  will 
be  available  to  harvest  the  1961  crops  and  permit  farmers  to  go  ahead 
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with  their  plans  now.  It  will  also  give  the  Departments  of  Labor 
and  Agriculture  time  to  resolve  any  differences  they  may  have,  and 
prepare  and  present  any  proposals  they  may  believe  appropriate.  It 
should  also  allow  proper  consideration  of  such  proposals,  if  any,  by 
Congress. 

DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  August  13,  1960. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  further  response  to  your 
request  for  our  views  on  H.R.  12759,  a  bill  to  amend  title  V  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes.  The 
bill  would  extend  the  operation  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  under 
which  Mexican  nationals  are  recruited  for  agricultural  employment 
in  the  United  States,  beyond  the  present  expiration  date  of  June  30, 
1961,  to  June  30,  1963. 

The  Department  of  Labor  is  concerned  that  the  continued  wide- 
scale  use  of  Mexican  nationals,  approximately  450,000  annually,  in 
agricultural  employment  in  this  country  may  not  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  U.S.  agricultural  workers  and  employers.  For  this 
reason,  Secretary  Mitchell  in  1959  appointed  a  group  of  four  prominent 
persons  of  varying  points  of  view  to  make  an  independent  study  of  the 
Mexican  labor  program.  There  is  attached  a  copy  of  the  report  sub¬ 
mitted  by  this  committee  of  consultants  as  a  result  of  their  study  and 
investigation  of  the  program.  The  consultants  reached  the  unanimous 
conclusion  that  there  are  indications  that  in  some  cases  the  use  of 
Mexican  workers  is  having  an  adverse  effect  upon  the  wages,  working 
conditions,  and  employment  opportunities  of  our  own  agricultural 
workers.  Accordingly,  they  recommended  no  extension  of  these  pro¬ 
visions  unless  remedial  amendments  are  adopted. 

On  the  basis  of  evidence  available  to  it,  the  Department  of  Labor 
subscribes  to  this  general  conclusion  of  the  consultants.  Because  of 
the  need  for  exploring  carefully  questions  raised  with  respect  to 
specific  proposals  to  strengthen  the  program  in  the  best  interests  of 
U.S.  farmworkers  and  employers,  we  recommend  that  no  action  be 
taken  to  extend  the  present  provisions  of  the  law  during  this  session 
of  Congress.  The  program  does  not  expire  until  June  30,  1961,  so 
that  full  consideration  can  be  given  to  the  matter  in  the  next  Congress. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  it  has  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


James  T.  Mitchell,  Secretary  oj  Labor. 


MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR 


3 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  16,  1960. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Ij  Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of 
June  20,  1960,  for  a  report  on  S.  3666  and  your  request  of  July  1, 
1960,  for  a  report  on  H.R.  12759,  bills  relating  to  continuation  of  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program  as  authorized  in  title  V  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  H.R.  12759,  which  has  been  passed 
by  the  House,  would  merely  extend  this  title  for  2  years.  S.  3666 
would  also  extend  this  title  for  2  years;  in  addition,  it  would  amend 
several  sections  of  the  present  law. 

This  Department  believes  it  desirable  to  extend  this  title  prior  to 
its  expiration  on  June  30,  1961.  However,  in  the  circumstances,  it 
is  believed  preferable  to  delay  action  until  the  next  Congress.  Title 
'»  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (Public  Law  78)  was 
initially  enacted  in  1951.  Its  two  basic  objectives  are  (1)  to  provide 
a  source  of  labor  from  Mexico  to  supplement  inadequate  supplies  of 
domestic  workers  for  seasonal  farm  employment  in  the  United  States, 
and  (2)  to  legalize  and  control  illegal  entry  of  Mexican  nationals  into 
the  United  States  for  farmwork. 

However,  this  Department  believes  that  the  current  law  is  accom¬ 
plishing  the  two  basic  objectives  set  forth  above.  The  current  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  are  based  on  experiences  and  the  judgment  of  farm 
employers,  workers,  and  the  representatives  of  the  two  Governments 
concerned  which  have  resulted  from  several  years  of  operation  of  the 
program. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  present  law  provides  ample  authority  at 
this  time  to  assure  that  the  employment  of  Mexican  nationals  does 
not  adversely  affect  working  conditions  of  domestic  agricultural 
workers.  In  any  event,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  time,  during  the 
i  remainder  of  the  current  session,  for  adequate  consideration  of  pro¬ 
posals  to  change  the  present  law.  If  it  is  the  intention  to  consider 
such  amendments  at  this  time,  we  would  have  grave  reservations  about 
any  proposal  which  would  substantially  change  the  present  program. 
[A  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
;  submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill, 
as  reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 
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Agricultural  Act  of  1949 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

TITLE  V - AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  production  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  deems 
necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of 
Mexico  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Republic  of  Mexico  or  after  every  practicable  effort  has  been  made 
by  the  United  States  to  negotiate  and  reach  agreement  on  such 
arrangements),  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including  any  such  workers  who 
have  resided  in  the  United  States  for  the  preceding  five  years,  or 
who  are  temporarily  in  the  United  States  under  legal  entry) ; 

(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  centers  at  or  near  the 
places  of  actual  entry  of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  housing  such  workers 
while  arrangements  are  being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or 
departure  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers  from  recruit¬ 
ment  centers  outside  the  continental  United  States  to  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  and  transportation  from  such  reception  centers  to 
such  recruitment  centers  after  termination  of  employment ; 

(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsistence,  emergency 
medical  care,  and  burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  become  necessary  during 
transportation  authorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  negotiating  con¬ 
tracts  for  agricultural  employment  (such  workers  being  free  to 
accept  or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any  eligible  em¬ 
ployer  and  to  choose  the  type  of  agricultural  employment  they 
desire,  and  eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricultural 
employment  to  any  workers  of  their  choice  not  under  contract 
to  other  employers) ; 

(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers  of  provisions 
of  such  contracts  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnish-  I 
ing  of  transportation. 

Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title  to 
any  employer  unless  such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States — 

(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss  by  reason  of 
its  guaranty  of  such  employer’s  contracts; 

(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  essential  expenses,  not 
including  salaries  or  expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transportation  and  subsistence 
of  workers  under  this  title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $15  per 
worker;  and 

(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in  which  a  worker 
is  not  returned  to  the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5),  an  amount  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  to 
the  employer  of  returning  other  workers  from  the  place  of  em- 
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ployment  to  such  reception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof  re¬ 
quired  to  be  paid  by  other  employers :  Provided,  however,  That  if 
the  employer  can  establish  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  that  the  employer  has  provided  or  paid  to  the  worker  the 
cost  of  return  transportation  and  subsistence  from  the  place  of 
employment  to  the  appropriate  reception  center,  the  Secretary 
under  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe  may  relieve  the  em¬ 
ployer  of  his  obligation  to  the  United  States  under  this  subsection. 

Sec.  503.  No  worker  recruited  under  this  title  shall  be  available 
for  employment  in  any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  deter¬ 
mined  and  certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place  needed 
to  perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  (2) 
the  employment  of  such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages 
and  working  conditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly 
employed,  and  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  attract 
domestic  workers  for  such  employment  at  wages  and  standard  hours 
I  of  work  comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers.  In  carrying 
^  out  the  provisions  of  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  section,  provision  shall  be  made 
for  consultation  with  agricultural  employers  and  workers  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  facts  relevant  to  the  supply  of  domestic  farm- 
:  workers  and  the  wages  paid  such  workers  engaged  in  similar  employ¬ 
ment.  Information  with  respect  to  certifications  under  (1)  and  (2) 
shall  be  posted  in  the  appropriate  local  public  employment  offices 
and  such  other  public  places  as  the  Secretary  may  require. 

Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are  not  citizens  of 
the  United  States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  subject  to 
the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already  in,  for  not  less  than  the  preceding 
five  years  or  by  virtue  of  legal  entry,  and  otherwise  eligible,  for  admis¬ 
sion  to,  the  United  States  may,  pursuant  to  arrangements  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  be  permitted  to  remain 
therein)  for  such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may  be  specified 
by  the  Attorney  General  but,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
'  of  law  or  regidation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes 
liability  upon  any  person  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart 
from  the  United  States  upon  termination  of  employment:  Provided, 
..That  no  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title  to,  nor  shall 
l  i any  workers  made  available  under  this  title  be  permitted  to  remain 
f  in  the  employ  of,  any  employer  who  has  in  his  employ  any  Mexican 
alien  when  such  employer  knows  or  has  reasonable  groimds  to  believe 
or  suspect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry  could  have  ascertained  that  such 
Mexican  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United  States. 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph 
j  as  follows: 

"(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under 
contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

(b)  Section  1426(b)(1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as 
follows : 

"(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under 
contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 
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(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Immigration  Act 
of  1917  (8  U.S.C.,  sec.  132). 

Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
authorized — 

(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and  State  agencies; 
to  utilize  (pursuant  to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  services 
of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise 
to  pay  or  reimburse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connection 
therewith ; 

(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncompensated  serv¬ 
ices;  and 

(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  agricultural 
labor  force,  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating 
and  carrying  out  agreements  or  arrangements  relating  to  the 
employment  in  the  United  States,  subject  to  the  immigration 
laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title —  M 

(1)  The  term  “agricultural  employment”  includes  services  or* 
activities  included  within  the  provisions  of  section  3(f)  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or  section  1426(h) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  horticultural  em¬ 
ployment,  cotton  ginning,  compressing  and  storing,  crushing  of 
oil  seeds,  and  the  packing,  canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other 
processing  of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricultural  products. 

(2)  The  term  “employer”  shall  include  an  association,  or  other 
group,  of  employers,  but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for 
whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in  the  event  of  its 
default,  to  carry  out  the  obligations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant 
to  section  502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  individ¬ 
ual  liability  is  not  necessary  to  assure  performance  of  such 
obligations. 

Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  limiting  the 
authority  of  the  Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general  immigra¬ 
tion  laws,  to  permit  the  importation  of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for 
agricultural  employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to  permit  any 
such  alien  who  entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment  under  such  con-/1 
ditions  and  for  such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall  specify 

Sec.  509.  No  workers  will  be  made  available  under  this  title  for 
employment  after  [June  30,  1961]  December  31,  1961. 
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Calendar  No.  1971 

H.  R.  12759 

[Report  No.  1901] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  30,  1960 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

August  23  (legislative  day,  August  22) ,  1960 
Reported  by  Mr.  Ellender,  with  an  amendment 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
m  -  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  ipka*  section  £00  of  one h  Aey  as  amended,  is  amended  ky 

4  striking  “June  dOy  1961”  and  inserting  “June  dOy  4963”. 

5  That  section  509  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 

6  is  amended  by  striking  “ June  30,  1961 ”  and  inserting  uDe- 

7  cernber  31, 1961.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  29,  1960. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk , 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

•  r  *  r- 

August  24, 1960 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed  0 

*  .v 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota  to  the 
bill  (H.R.  12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act 

—  -  «.  *  •  -  • .  •  .  •  ..i...  j  ..  .  j  «  .  •  j 

of  1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  Following 

.  . '  ,  T  r  *  •  -  G  L 

the  text  of  H.R.  12759  add  new  titles  reading  as  follows: 

<  .  V- 

x  TITLE  II— PRICE  SUPPORT  AND  ALLOTMENTS 

«*>  <  • 

r  t  *  '  «  v  *  ••  r  • 

2  "  Sec.  201.  Title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

Cj  jr 

3  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  sections: 

4  “Sec.  107.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  sec- 

r  M  •  .  ' 

5  tion  101  of  this  Act,  for  each  of  the  1961,  1962,  and  1963 

6  crops  of  wheat  price  support  shall  be  made  available  as  pro- 

.. 

7  vided  in  this  section.  The  support  price  for  each  such  crop 

8  shall  be  77  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.  Price 

p  r  ,  7  o  *  •  /  ■  *  v  i  ^  r  «  4*2 

9  support  under  the  foregoing  provision  of  this  section  shall  be 

-  \  -■  ■  *  £2 
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made  avilable  only  to  cooperators,  only  in  the  commercial 
wheat-producing  area,  and  only  if  producers  have  not  dis¬ 
approved  marketing  quotas  for  the  crop.  In  case  marketing 
quotas  are  disapproved,  price  support  to  cooperators  shall  be 
as  provided  in  section  101  (d)  (3) . 

“  (b)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  particular 
crop  of  wheat,  wheat  of  any  such  crop,  and  any  other  com¬ 
modity  produced  on  a  farm  to  which  a  wheat  marketing  quota 
is  applicable  and  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  wheat  of  any 
such  crop  is  normally  harvested,  shall  be  eligible  for  price 
support  only  if — 

“  ( 1 )  the  farm  is  in  compliance  with  the  farm  wheat 
acreage  allotment  for  such  crop ; 

“  (2)  the  total  acreage  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the 
production  of  nonconserving  crops  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  which  would  normally  be  harvested  in  the 
calendar  year  in  which  such  wheat  crop  is  normally 
harvested  does  not  exceed  the  total  average  annual  acre¬ 
age  on  the  farm  devoted  to  the  production  of  such  non¬ 
conserving  crops  for  harvest  in  1958  and  1959,  less  an 
acreage  equal  to  22  per  centum  of  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  for  such  crop  of  wheat  which  would  be  in 
effect  for  the  farm  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as 
provided  in  section  334  (c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended;  and 
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“  (3)  the  producers  on  the  farm  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary — 

“  (i)  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal 
to  the  22  per  centum  reduction  in  the  farm  acreage 
allotment  required  under  section  334(c)  (2)  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
for  the  particular  crop  of  wheat,  and 

“  (ii)  do  not  produce  any  crop  thereon  which  is 
normally  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which 
the  particular  crop  of  wheat  is  normally  harvested 
and  do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  year. 
A  farm  shall  he  deemed  in  compliance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  if  no  crop  not  subject  to  acre¬ 
age  allotments  is  produced  on  the  farm  for  harvest,  and  the 
farm  is  in  compliance  with  the  farm  acreage  allotments.  In 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  the 
acreage  of  such  nonconserving  crops  for  harvest  in  1958  and 
1959  may  be  adjusted  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  appropriate  for  abnormal  weather  conditions,  estab¬ 
lished  crop  rotation  practices  for  the  farm,  changes  in  the  con¬ 
stitution  of  the  farm,  participation  in  soil  bank  or  Great  Plains 
programs,  or  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  law  relating 
to  release  and  reapportionment  or  preservation  of  history, 
and  such  other  factors  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropri¬ 
ate.  For  the  purposes  of  eligibility  for  price  support  a  pro- 
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1  clucer  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  violated  any  of  the  fore- 

2  going  conditions  unless  the  producer  knowingly  violated  such 

3  conditions,  but  the  Secretary  may  provide  by  regulation  for 

4  adjusting  any  payment  in  kind  under  subsection  (c)  or  (d) 

5  on  account  of  any  violation  of  any  such  condition  or  any 

6  other  condition  of  eligibility  for  such  payment.  For  the 

7  purposes  of  this  section  a  wheat  marketing  quota  shall  not 

8  be  deemed  to  be  applicable  to  any  farm  exempt  from  wheat 

9  marketing  quotas  under  item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74, 

10  Seventy-seventh  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (7)  ) 

11  or  exempt  from  wheat  marketing  penalties  under  section 

12  335  (f)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 

13  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1335  (f)  ) . 

11  (c)  Producers  of  wheat  meeting  the  foregoing  condi- 

15  tions  of  eligibility  for  price  support  for  any  calendar  year 

16  shall  be  entitled  for  such  year  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind 

17  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  equal  in  value  to 
13  55  per  centum  of  the  average  annual  yield  in  bushels  of  wheat 

19  per  harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three  years  immedi- 

20  ately  preceding  the  year  for  which  the  designation  is  made, 

21  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  and  as  determined 

22  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  multiplied 

23  by  the  number  of  designated  acres.  Such  wheat  may  be 

'  •A  ' 

24  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not  be  eligible  for  price 

25  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be  made  by  the  issuance 
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of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in  value  to  the  value 
of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall  have  a  value  equal 
to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as  aforesaid  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per  bushel  for  number 
one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested  in  the  year  for 
which  the  acreage  is  designated  and  for  the  county  in  which 
the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The  wheat  redeemable 
for  such  certificate  shall  be  valued  at  the  market  price  thereof 
as  determined  by  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  provide  by  regulation  for  the  sharing  of  a  cer¬ 
tificate  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis.  The  acreage  designated  under  this  section  shall  be 
in  addition  to  any  acreage  devoted  to  the  conservation  re¬ 
serve  program. 

“(d)  If  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  for  the  1961 
crop  of  wheat  and  the  producers  on  the  farm  agree  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)  for  1961,  1962,  and 
1963,  and,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary — 

“  (1)  designate  an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  not 
less  than  22  per  centum  nor  more  than  1 00  per  centum 
of  the  acreage  allotment  which  would  be  in  effect  for 
the  farm  for  the  1961  crop  of  wheat  except  for  the  reduc¬ 
tion  thereof  as  provided  in  section  334(c)  (2)  of  the 
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Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and 
do  not  produce  any  crop  thereon  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  years  1961,  1962,  and  1963  and 
do  not  graze  such  acreage  during  such  years,  but  devote 
such  acreage  to  soil  and  water  conserving  uses ; 

“(2)  reduce  by  the  number  of  acres  so  designated 
the  acreage  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  each  such  year 
below  the  acreage  allotment  which  would  be  in  effect  for 
the  farm  for  such  year  except  for  the  reduction  thereof  as 
provided  in  section  334  (c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended;  and 

“(3)  reduce  by  the  number  of  acres  so  designated 
the  acreage  of  nonconserving  crops  on  the  farm  in  each 
such  calendar  year  below  the  average  annual  acreage  on 
the  farm  devoted  to  the  production  of  such  nonconserv¬ 
ing  crops  for  harvest  for  1958  and  1959  adjusted  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  subsection  (b), 

such  producers  shall  be  entitled  to  a  wheat  payment  in  kind, 
in  lieu  of  the  payment  provided  by  subsection  (c) ,  for  each 
such  j^ear  from  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stocks  equal 
in  value  to  55  per  centum  of  the  average  annual  yield  in 
bushels  of  wheat  per  harvested  acre  on  the  farm  for  the  three 
years  1958  through  1960,  adjusted  for  abnormal  weather 
conditions  and  as  determined  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  multiplied  by  the  number  of  designated  acres.. 
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Such  wheat  may  be  marketed  without  penalty  but  shall  not 
be  eligible  for  price  support.  The  payment  in  kind  shall  be 
made  by  the  issuance  of  a  negotiable  certificate  which  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  in  wheat  equal  in 
value  to  the  value  of  the  certificate.  The  certificate  shall 
have  a  value  equal  to  the  number  of  bushels  determined  as 
aforesaid  multiplied  by  the  basic  county  support  rate  per 
bushel  for  number  one  wheat  of  the  crop  normally  harvested 
in  the  year  for  which  the  payment  is  made  and  for  the 
county  in  which  the  designated  acreage  is  located.  The 
wheat  redeemable  for  such  certificate  shall  he  valued  at 
the  market  price  thereof  as  determined  by  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  by  regu¬ 
lation  for  the  sharing  of  a  certificate  among  producers  on 
the  farm  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  The  share  of  any 
producer  in  certificates  issued  under  this  subsection  with 
respect  to  any  year  and  with  respect  to  all  farms  in  which 
he  has  an  interest,  based  on  the  face  value  of  the  certificates, 
shall  not  exceed  the  greater  of  (1)  $10,000,  or  (2)  such 
producer’s  share  of  payments  made  under  this  subsection 
for  acreage  required  to  he  designated  either  in  1961  or  in 
such  year  as  a  condition  of  price  support.  If  such  producers 
fail  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  this  subsection  for  all 
or  any  part  of  the  three  year  period,  such  producers  shall  for¬ 
feit  or  refund  in  cash  all  or  such  part  of  the  payments  pro- 
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1  vided  for  by  this  subsection  as  the  Secretary  determines  to 

2  be  fair  and  equitable  and  prescribes  by  regulation.  The  acre- 

3  age  on  any  farm  which  is  determined  under  regulations  of  the 

4  Secretary  to  have  been  diverted  from  the  production  of  wheat 

5  by  reason  of  designation  under  this  subsection  shall  be  cori- 

6  sidered  acreage  devoted  to  wheat  for  the  purposes  of  establish- 
•7  ing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments  under 
8  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended.  In 
3  applying  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74, 

» 

10  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (6)  ),  and  sec- 

11  tion  326  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 

12  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1326(b)),  relating  to  reduction  of  the 

13  storage  amount  of  wheat  that  part'  of  the  acreage  designated 
11  under  this  subsection  in  excess  of  the  22  per  centum  reduc- 
15  tion  required  under  section  334  (c)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural 
10  Adjustment  Act  of  1938; on  any  farm  shall  be  regarded  as 
1^  ?  wheat  acreage  on  the  farm  of  normal  production  as  that  term 
1®  is  defined  in  section  301  (b)  (9)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 
I9  ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1301(b)  (9)  ). 

“Sec.  108.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 
101  or  107  of  this  Act  or  any  provision  of  the  Agricultural 
^  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  if  marketing  quotas  are  disapproved  - 

OQ 

for  the  1961  crop  of  wheat,  the  level  of  price  support  to  co- 
^1  operators  and  noncooperators  for  the  1961  crop  and  each 
^  subsequent  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  50  per  centum  of  the  parity- 
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price  of  wheat  and  no  national  marketing  quota  or  acreage 
allotment  shall  be  proclaimed  with  respect  to  any  subsequent 
crop  of  wheat:  Provided,  That  if  price  support  at  50  per 
centum  of  the  parity  price  is  in  effect  under  this  section,  the 
current  price  support  for  wheat,  for  the  purposes  of  section 
407  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall  be 
determined  on  the  basis  of  a  price  support  level  for  wheat  of 
77  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor.” 

Sec.  202.  (a)  Item  (1)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  effective  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  1961  crop  of  wheat,  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ( 1 )  If  a  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  is  in 
effect  for  any  marketing  year,  farm  marketing  quotas  shah 
be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of  wheat  which  is  normally  har¬ 
vested  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  marketing  year 
begins.  The  farm  marketing  quota  for  any  crop  of  wheat 
shall  be  the  actual  production  of  the  acreage  planted  to  such 
crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  less  the  farm  marketing  excess. 
The  farm  marketing  excess  shall  be  an  amount  equal1,  to 
double  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  per  acre  established  for 
the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  planted  to  such 
crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  in  excess  of  the  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  such  crop  unless  the  producer,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  within  the  time 
A.H.R.  12759a - 2 
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prescribed  therein,  establishes  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  the  actual  production  of  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the 
farm.  If  such  actual  production  is  so  established  the  farm 
marketing  excess  shall  be  such  actual  production  less  the 
actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment. 
Actual  production  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment  shall 
mean  the  actual  average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat 
on  the  farm  multiplied  by  the  number  of  acres  constituting 
the  farm  acreage  allotment.  In  determining  the  actual 
average  yield  per  harvested  acre  of  wheat  and  the  actual 
production  of  wheat  on  the  farm  any  acreage  utilized  for 
feed  without  threshing  after  the  wheat  is  headed,  or  avail¬ 
able  for  such  utilization  at  the  time  the  actual  production  is 
determined,  shall  be  considered  harvested  acreage  and  the 
production  thereof  in  terms  of  grain  shall  be  appraised  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and 
such  production  included  in  the  actual  production  of  wheat 
on  the  farm.  The  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  a  farm 
shall  include  all  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  any  purpose 
and  self-seeded  (volunteer)  wheat,  but  shall  not  include 
any  acreage  that  is  disposed  of  prior  to  harvest  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.” 

(b)  Item  (2,)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  effective  beginning  with  the 
1961  crop  of  wheat,  to  read  as  follows : 
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“  (2)  During  any  marketing  year  for  which  quotas  are 
in  effect,  the  producer  shall  he  subject  to  a  penalty  on  the 
farm  marketing  excess  of  wheat.  The  rate  of  the  penalty 
shall  be  65  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  per  bushel  of  wheat 
as  of  May  1  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  crop  is 
harvested.” 

(c)  Item  (3)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  effective  beginning  with  the 
1961  crop  of  wheat,  to  read  as  follows : 

“(3)  The  farm  marketing  excess  for  wheat  shall  be 
regarded  as  available  for  marketing,  and  the  penalty  and  the 
storage  amount  or  amounts  of  wheat  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Secretary  shall  be  computed  upon  double  the  normal  pro¬ 
duction  of  the  excess  acreage.  If  the  farm  marketing  excess 
so  computed  is  adjusted  downward  on  the  basis  of  actual 
production,  the  difference  between  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
or  storage  computed  on  the  basis  of  double  the  normal  pro¬ 
duction  and  as  computed  on  actual  production  shall  be  re¬ 
turned  to  or  allowed  the  producer  or  a  corresponding  adjust¬ 
ment  made  in  the  amount  to  be  delivered  to  the  Secretary 
if  the  producer  elects  to  make  such  delivery.  The  Secretary 
shall  issue  regulations  under  which  the  farm  marketing 
excess  of  wheat  for  the  farm  shall  be  stored  or  delivered  to 
him.  Upon  failure  to  store,  or  deliver  to  the  Secretary,  the 
farm  marketing  excess  within  such  time  as  may  be  deter- 
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mined  under  regulations  prescribed  by  tbe  Secretary  the 
penalty  computed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  paid  by  the  producer. 
Any  wheat  delivered  to  the  Secretary  hereunder  shall  be¬ 
come  the  property  of  the  United  States  and  shall  be  disposed 
of  by  the  Secretary  for  relief  purposes  in  the  United  States 
or  foreign  countries  or  in  such  other  manner  as  he  shall 
determine  will  divert  it  from  the  normal  channels  of  trade 
and  commerce.” 

(d)  Item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)),  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  (7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall 
not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  for  such  crop  does  not  exceed  fifteen  acres:  Pro¬ 
vided ,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1961 
and  subsequent  crops  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to — 

“  (i)  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  smaller  of  ( 1 )  twelve  acres  or  ( 2 )  the  highest 
number  of  acres  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest 
in  the  calendar  years  1956,  1957,  1958,  1959,  or  1960; 
and 

(ii)  any  farm  on  which  any  wheat  is  planted 
if  any  of  the  producers  who  share  in  the  wheat  produced 
on  such  farm  share  in  the  wheat  produced  on  any  other 
farm.” 
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1  (e)  Item  (12  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seven th 

2  Congress,  as  amended  (7  U>S.C.  1340(12)  ),  is  repealed, 

3  effective  beginning  with  the  1961  crop  of  wheat. 

4  (f)  Section  326  (b)  of  the  Agri cultural  Adjustment  Act 
-5  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended,  effective  beginning  with 

*  v  ••  -t 

6  the  1961  crop  of  wheat,  to  read  as  follows: 

7  “  (b)  If  a  farm  is  in  compliance  with  its  farm  acreage 

8  allotment  for  any  crop  of  wheat  and  the  actual  production  of 

9  such  crop  of  wheat  on  the  farm  is  less  than  the  normal  pro- 

1  a  • 

19  duction  of  the  farm  wheat  acreage  allotment,  an  amount 

k  '  O  •*  *  ' 

11  equal  to  the  deficiency  may  be  marketed  without  penalty 

12  ■  from  wheat  of  previous  crops  stored  by  the  producers  on  the 

13  farm  to  postpone  the  payment  of  marketing  quota  penalties.” 

14  Sec.  203.  The  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 

15  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

1@  -  (a)  Section  334  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  after 

17  “(c)”  and  adding  a  new  subparagraph  (2)  following  sub- 

18-  „ paragraph  (c)  (1)  to  read  as  follows: 

19  “(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  each 

29  old  or  new  farm  acreage  allotment  for  the  1961  and  suhse- 

21  quent  crops  of  wheat  as  determined  on  the  basis  of  a  mini- 

22  mum  national  acreage  allotment  of  fifty-five  million  acres 
23.  shall  be  reduced  by  22  per  centum.  In  the  event  notices  of 

24  farm  acreage  allotments  for  the  1961  crop  of  wheat  have 

25  been  mailed  to  farm  operators  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
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this  subparagraph  (2)  new  notices  showing  the  required 
reduction  shall  be  mailed  to  farm  operators  as  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable.” 

(b)  Section  334  (e)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  (e)  If,  with  respect  to  any  crop  of  wheat,  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  production  of  any  kind  of  wheat  will  be 
inadequate  to  provide  a  sufficient  quantity  of  that  kind  of 
wheat  to  satisfy  the  demand  therefor,  the  wheat  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  (and  the  number  of  acres  which  may  be  planted  under 
item  (7)  (i)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress, 
without  making  a  farm  marketing  quota  applicable  to  the 
farm)  for  such  crop  for  each  farm  located  in  a  county  which 
has  produced  such  wheat  for  commercial  food  products  during 
one  or  more  of  the  five  years  immediately  preceding  the  year 
in  which  such  crop  is  harvested,  shall  he  increased  by  such 
uniform  percentage  as  he  deems  necessary  to  provide  for  such 
quantity.  JSTo  increase  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  in 
the  wheat  acreage  allotment  of  any  farm  (or  in  the  acreage 
which  may  he  planted  without  making  a  farm  marketing 
quota  applicable  to  the  farm)  for  any  crop  if  any  kind  of 
wheat  other  than  that  for  which  the  increase  is  made  is 
planted  on  such  farm  for  such  crop.  Any  increases  in  wheat 
acreage  allotments  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


15 


addition  to  the  National,  State,  and  county  wheat  acreage 
allotments,  and  such  increases  shall  not  be  considered  in 
establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  allotments.  The 
provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy- 
seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340  (6)  ) ,  and  section  326  (b) 
of  this  Act,  relating  to  the  reduction  of  the  storage  amount 
of  wheat  shall  apply  to  the  allotment  for  the  farm  established 
without  regard  to  this  subsection  and  not  to  the  increased 
allotment  under  this  subsection,  except  that  any  farm  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  its  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  considered  in  compliance  with  its  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  purposes  of  said  section  326(b).  Any  farm 
receiving  an  increased  allotment  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  excused  from  complying  with  clauses  (2)  and  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  107  (b)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  to  the  extent 
deemed  appropriate  by  the  Secretary  to  provide  for  the  in¬ 
crease  in  allotment  under  this  subsection,  and  no  farm  on 
which  acreage  is  designated  pursuant  to  section  107  (b)  (3) 
or  107  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  in  a  greater 
amount  than  required  as  a  condition  of  price  support  for 
any  crop  shall  be  eligible  for  an  increased  allotment  under 
this  subsection  for  such  crop.,, 

(c)  Subsection  (f)  of  section  335  is  amended  by  strik- 
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1  ing  out  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  item  ( 1 )  and  adding  “and 

2  shall  not  apply  to  other  farms  with  respect  to  the  1961  and 

3  subsequent  crops;”. 

4  (d)  Section  336  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

5  “Sec.  336.  Between  the  date  of  issuance  of  any  procla- 

6  mation  of  any  national  marketing  quota  for  wheat  and  July 

7  25  of  the  year  in  which  the  proclamation  is  made  the  Sec- 

8  retary  shall  conduct  a  referendum  by  secret  ballot  to  deter- 

9  mine  whether  farmers  favor  or  oppose  such  quota.  Farmers 

10  eligible  to  vote  in  such  referendum  shall  be  farmers  who  were 

11  engaged  in  the  production  of  the  crop  of  wheat  normally 

12  harvested  in  the  calendar  year  immediately  preceding  the 

13  calendar  year  in  which  the  referendum  is  held  on  a  farm  in 

14  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  for  such  crop  and 

15  on  which  more  than  twelve  acres  was  planted  to  wheat  of 

16  such  crop  if  such  crop  was  the  1961,  1962,  or  1963  crop, 

17  or  on  which  more  than  fifteen  acres  was  planted  to  wheat 

18  of  such  crop  if  such  crop  was  any  crop  other  than  the  1961, 

19  1962,  or  1963  crop.  Any  acreage  considered  as  being- 

20  devoted  to  wheat  in  establishing  future  allotments  under 

21  applicable  provisions  of  law  shall  he  considered  as  wheat- 

;  '  i  „  .  ■  J  .  .  1  .  /  •  '  j  ')  ,  2  w. 

22  producing  acreage  for  the  purpose  of  determining  eligibility 
2o  to  vote.  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  more  than  one- 
24  third  of  the  farmers  voting  in  the  referendum  oppose  such 


1  quota  he  shall  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  such  quota  by 

2  proclamation  suspend  the  operation  of  the  national  marketing 

3  quotas  with  respect  to  wheat.” 

4  (e)  Section  362  is  amended  by  deleting  the  second  sen- 

5  tence  thereof. 

6  (f)  Subsections  (b)  and  (c)  of  section  335  are  hereby 

7  repealed  and  subsection  (d)  of  said  section  is  repealed  effec- 

8  tive  beginning  with  the  1961  crop  of  wheat. 

9  (g)  The  first  proviso  of  section  377  is  amended  by  strik- 

10  ing  out  “Provided,  That  beginning  with  the  1960  crop”  and 

11  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “Provided,  That  beginning  with  the 

12  1964  crop  in  the  case  of  wheat  and  the  1960  crop  in  the 

13  case  of  any  other  commodity”. 

14  Sec.  204.  Section  101  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 

15  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by — 

Cv  h 

16  ,  (A)  striking  out  paragraph  (5)  ;  and 

17  (B)  amending  paragraph  (7)  to  read  as  follows: 

18  “  (7)  No  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  any 

19  crop  of  wheat  for  which  acreage  allotments  are  not  in  effect 

20  and  no  price  support  shall  be  made  available  for  any  crop 

21  of  wheat  in  any  State  designated  under  section  335(e)  of 

22  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  as 

23  outside  the  commercial  wheat-producing  area  for  such 

crop.”.  y ..  . 
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TITLE  III— AMENDMENTS  TO  GREAT  PLAINS 

PROGRAM 

Sec.  301.  Section  16  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Do¬ 
mestic  Allotment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(1)  Paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  (3)  insofar  as  the  acreage  of  cropland  on  any  farm 
enter  into  the  determination  of  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  the  cropland  acreage  on  the  farm 
shall  not  be  decreased  during  the  period  of  any  contract 
heretofore  or  hereafter  entered  into  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  by  reason  of  any  action  taken  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  such  contract  and,  under  regulations  of  the 
Secretary,  shall  not  be  decreased,  for  such  period  after 
the  expiration  of  the  contract  as  is  equal  to  the  period 
of  the  contract,  by  reason  of  the  maintenance  of  any 
change  in  land  use  from  cultivated  cropland  to  perma¬ 
nent  vegetation  carried  out  under  the  contract 

(2)  Paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (b)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  (4)  the  acreage  on  any  farm  which  is  determined 
under  regulations  of  the  Secretary  to  have  been  diverted 
from  the  production  of  any  commodity  subject  to  acreage 
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10 

allotments  or  marketing  quotas  in  order  to  carry  out 
any  contract  heretofore  or  hereafter  entered  into  under 
the  program  or  in  order  to  maintain,  for  such  period 
after  the  expiration  of  the  contract  as  is  equal  to  the 
period  of  the  contract,  any  change  in  land  use  from 
cultivated  cropland  to  permanent  vegetation  carried  out 
under  the  contract  shall  be  considered  acreage  devoted 
to  the  commodity  for  the  purposes  of  establishing  future 
State,  county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments  under  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended;”. 
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SENATE 

FOREST  AY.  Passed  without  amendment  II.  A.  9377,  to  provide  lor  the  protection 
oi  forest  cover  fair  reservoir  areas  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army.  Th<is  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  16358 

Sen.  llumpjrfrey  urged  preservation  or  wilderness  area^,  and  inserted  a 
newspaper  article  describing  the  recreational  opportunities  of  northern 
Minn.,  particularly  the  quentico-Superior  canoe  region.  ppV  16379-gO 

LANDS,  Parsed  without  amendment  H.  R.  900,  to  provide  that  75  percent  of  all 
moneys/uerived  by  the  U.  5.  from  certain  recreation  activities  in  connection 
with  lands  acquired  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  shall  be\oaid  to 
the/States.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  1635* 

Passed  as  reported  S.  3339,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
transfer  160  acres  of  the  present  U.  S.  Bee*  Cattle  Research  Station 
'port  Reno,  Okla.,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  use  as  a  national  cedi^tery. 
p.  16368 


2- 


PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  8239,  to  accelerate  the  commencing  date  oi 
civil  service  retirement  annuities  to  the  day  after  an  employee  retires 
rather  than  the  month  after  he  retires,  p.  16362 


4.  CONSERVATION  PAYMENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  2761,  to  validate  certain 
pajmjents  for  farmers  for  emergency  conservation  work  in  Oregon  which  dne 
Comptroller  General  has  held  were  not  authorized  by  the  Third  Supplemental 
Appropriation  Act  of  1957,  inasmuch  as  the  conservation  practices  ;were  per¬ 
formed  p^ior  to  its  enactment,  p.  16362 


5.  ANIMAL  IMPOi^S.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10598,  to  am eiuf  and  clarify 
certain  provisions  of  the  Criminal  Code  so  as  to  reduce  the  iiazards  arising 
from  the  importation  of  injurious  wild  animals,  to  curtail/craf fic  in  such 
species,  and  to 'define  types  of  wild  animals  and  methods  >of  transportation 
to  which  the  code\applies .  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  %o  the  President, 
p.  16366 


6.  COPYRIGHTS.  Passed  as\eported  H.  R.  4059,  to  ament/title  28  of  the  U.  S. 

Code  so  as  to  protect  copyrights  from  Government .infringement  by  waiving  the  _ 
soverign  immunity  of  the  \T.  S.  for  infringement /of  copyrights,  p.  16367 


7.  MINERALS;  LANDS.  Passed  as  Reported  S.  provide  for  the  granting  of 

mineral  rights  in  certain  homhstead  lands  in  Alaska,  p.  16369 


8.  FARM  LABOR.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Bartlett,  H.  Pv..  12759,  to 
extend  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program.  p.  16368 


9.  RESEARCH;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES .  Sen./ftundt  was  appointed  to  replace 

Sen.  Hickenlooper  as  a  conferee  oiy S.  X^O,  the  industrial-uses  research  bill, 
p.  16381 


10.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Morse  spoke  in  support  of  the  president's  message  requesting 

authority  to  purchase  from  other  countries  3^2,000  short  tons  of  sugar  which 
has  been  allocated  to  the  Lo minican  Republic , X^tating  that  "it  is  imperative 
that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  be  relieved  oM  its  present  obligation  to 
buy  sugar  from  the  Dominican  Republic"  and  that  'Uthe  assignment  of  quotas 
in  the  existing  Sugar/Act  was  completely  out  of  line  with  the  political 
policy  the  United  States  has  been  trying  to  establish  with  our  neighbors  of 
the  Western  HemispjTiere. "  Sens.  Clark  and  Keating  contended  Sen.  Morse's 
statement,  pp.  L6425-7 

Received  fgom  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  ami^pd  and  extend  the 
Sugar  Act  of  J<943;  to  Finance  Committee,  p.  16332 


c 


11.  WATER  RESOURCES .  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3625,  to  establish  a  Wabash  Basin 
Interagendy  Water  Resources  Commission  for  the  coordination  ofSFederal,  State, 
and  local  plans  for  development  of  water  and  related  resources  nj  the  Wfabash 
Basin./  pp.  16302-6 


ALLOTMENTS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  letter  reporting  on  four' 
obligations  of  allotments  in  the  Forest  Service,  p,  16332 


>ver- 


13v 


Imports  . 

suspend 


The  Finance  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  12659,  tc 
for  a  temporary  period  the  import  duty  on  heptanoic  acid  (S.  Kept.' 


1913).  p.  16333 
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EDOUARD  E.  PERRET 

The  bill  (HR.  11460)  for  the  relief  of 
iouard  E.  Perret  was  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
tim\  and  passed. 


(UDE  L.  WIMBERLY 

The  billVH.R.  12475)  for  the  relief  of 
Claude  L.  ^Wimberly  was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  tHird  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passe 


RICHARDNJ.  POWER 

The  bill  (H.R.  1148&)  for  the  relief  of 
Richard  J.  Power  waN  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a  third  reading\read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


CAPT.  LUCIEN  B.  CLARK,  U^.  ARMY 

The  bill  (H.R.  12471)  for  the  belief  of 
Capt.  Lucien  B.  Clark,  U.S.  Arm\  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reac 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


<ng, 


JOHN  H.  ESTERLINE 

The  bill  (H.R.  12476)  for  the  relief  of 
John  H.  Esterline  was  considered,  ordered 
.  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

REFERENCE  TO  THE  COURT  OF 
CLAIMS  OF  SENATE  BILL  3199 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  288)  to  refer  to 
the  Court  of  Claims  the  bill  (S.  3199)  for 
the  relief  of  the  Adler  Construction  Co., 
was  considered  and  agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  bill  (S.  3199)  entitled 
“A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  Adler  Construc¬ 
tion  Company”,  now  pending  in  the  Senate, 
together  with  all  accompanying  papers,  is 
hereby  referred  to  the  Court  of  Claims;  and 
the  court  shall  proceed  with  the  same  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections 
1492  and  2509  of  title  28  of  the  United  States 
Code  and  report  to  the  Senate,  at  the  earliest 
practicable  date,  giving  such  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  thereon  as  shall  be  sufficient 
to  inform  the  Congress  of  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  demand  as  a  claim,  legal  or 
equitable,  against  the  United  States  and  tt 
amount,  if  any,  legally  or  equitably  due  fj 
the  United  States  to  the  claimant. 


SR 


TRANSI 
THE 
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reported  from  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary,  with  amendments,  on  page  1, 
line  8,  after  the  word  “shall”,  to  strike 
out  “unless  the  parties  consent  to  dis¬ 
missal”  and  insert  “if  it  be  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  justice”;  at  the  top  of  page  2,  to 
insert  “where  the  case  shall  proceed  as 
if  it  has  been  filed  in  the  Court  of  Claims 
on  the  date  it  was  filed  in  the  district 
court”;  in  line  9,  after  the  word  “shall”, 
to  strike  out  “unless  the  parties  consent 
to  dismissal”  and  insert  “if  it  be  in  the 
interest  of  justice”;  in  line  12,  after  the 
word  “filed”,  to  insert  a  comma  and 
“where  the  case  shall  proceed  as  if  it 
had  been  filed  in  the  district  court  on 
the  date  it  was  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Claims”;  after  line  17,  to  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  3.  The  first  sentence  of  section  2  of 
the  Act  of  March  9,  1920  (title  46,  U.S.C. 
742),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘‘In  cases  where  if  such  vessel  were  pri¬ 
vately  owned  or  operated,  or  if  such  cargo 
were  privately  owned  or  possessed,  or  if  a 
private  person  or  property  were  involved,  a 
proceeding  in  admiralty  could  be  main¬ 
tained,  any  appropriate  nonjury  proceeding 
in  personam  may  be  brought  against  toe 
United  States  or  against  any  corporation 
mentioned  in  section  1  of  this  Act.” 

)n  page  3,  at  the  beginning  of/line  5, 
to  Change  the  section  number  from  “3” 
to  in  the  same  line,  afteijrthe  word 
“by”,  no  insert  “sections  1  amt  2  of”,  and 
in  line  XS,  after  the  word/ciaims”,  to 
insert  “Tne  amendment  nara.de  by  section 
3  shall  apply  to  any  cape  or  proceeding 
brought  afteiv  the  dat gr  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.”. 

its/were  agreed  to. 

were  ordered  to  be 
ill  to  be  read  a  third 


ie  third  time  and 


The  amendme 

The  amendme^ 
engrossed  and  t) 
time. 

The  bill  w^§  read 
passed. 

The  tithf  was  amende^o  as  to  read: 
“An  actio  amend  title  28\f  the  United 
States/Code  to  provide  forVransfer  of 
casesioetween  the  district  courte  and  the 
Court  of  Claims  and  for  other  purposes.” 


JAR 


RESOLUTION  PASSED  Oj 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  33^  opposing 
the  making  of  recess  appointments  to 
the  Supreme  Court  was  jmnounced  as 
next  in  order. 

THE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  resolution? 

Mr.  FONG.  Oveofby  request. 

The  PRESIDIIJG  OFFICER.  The  res¬ 
olution  goes  ove 


Sill  passed  to  foot  of  calei 

The  bill  (HR.  4428)  for  the  reliefVf 
the  legal  guardian  of  John  Davit 
Almeida,  a  minor,  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Over,  by  request. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  permit  the  bill  to  go  to 
the  foot  of  the  calendar?  I  should  like 
to  give  an  explanation  of  the  bill,  if 
there  is  any  chance  of  its  being  passed. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Certainly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  bill  will  be  passed  to  the 
foot  of  the  calendar. 


OF  CASES  BETWEEN 
STRICT  COURTS  AND  THE 
OF  CLAIMS 


ThorSenate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  JH.R.  5396)  to  amend  title  28  of  the 
Unfted  States  Code  to  provide  for  trans- 
fjfr  of  cases  between  the  district  courts 
id  the  Court  of  Claims,  which  had  been 


ACTIONS  FOR  INFRINGEMENTS  OF 
COPYRIGHTS  BY  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.R.  4059)  to  amend  title  28  of  the 
United  States  Code  relating  to  actions  for 
infringements  of  copyrights  by  the 


United  States,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
with  amendments  on  page  3,  after?  line 
16,  to  insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  in  any  way  waive  an/  immunity 
provided  for  Members  of  Congress  under 
article  I  of  section  6  of  the  (Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

At  the  beginning  of  lihe  21,  to  change 
the  section  number  frrim  “2”  to  “3”,  and 
at  the  beginning  of  fine  24,  to  change  the 
section  number  from.  “3”  to  “4”. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  ancj/xhe  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  /£as  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

SHOENHOLZ  AND  OTHERS 

5e  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  2902)  for  the  relief  of  Leo  Qhoen- 
<olz,  Tobias  Kaplan,  the  Kroger  Co.,  and 
''Cleveland  State  Bank,  all  of  Cleveland, 
Miss.,  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  with  an 
amendment,  on  page  2,  line  1,  after  the 
word  “the”,  to  strike  out  “Cleveland  State 
Bank,  Cleveland,”  and  insert  “Valley 
Bank  of  Rosedale,  Rosedale,”,  so  as  to 
make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  In  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
sum  of — ■ 

(1)  $600  to  Leo  Shoenholz,  Cleveland  Mis¬ 
sissippi; 

(2)  $600  to  Tobias  Kaplan,  Cleveland,  Mis¬ 
sissippi; 

(3)  $240  to  the  Kroger  Company,  Cleve¬ 
land,  Mississippi;  and 

(4)  $120  to  the  Valley  Bank  of  Rosedale, 
Rosedale,  Mississippi. 

The  payment  of  each  of  such  sums  shall  be 
in  full  settlement  of  all  claims  of  the  person 
to  whom  it  is  paid  against  the  United  States 
for  losses  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  nego¬ 
tiation  of  certain  checks  drawn  on  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  for  payment 
of  a  class  Q  allotment  made  payable  to  the 
wife  of  Verner  Garrett,  Rosedale,  Mississippi, 
and  issued  after  his  discharge  from  the  Army 
on  November  28,  1945  (Army  serial  numbered 
$4928692) .  Such  checks  were  improperly  is- 
jed  by  the  United  States  Army  Finance  Of- 
fi\  during  the  period  beginning  January  1, 
1940V  and  ending  December  1,  1948,  both 
date^nclusive:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 
the  amount  appropriated  in  this  Act  for  the 
paymenlKof  any  one  claim  in  excess  of  10 
per  centurW  thereof  shall  be  paid  or  delivered 
to  or  receiNfi  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on 
account  of  services  rendered  in  connection 
with  such  clatoi,  and  the  same  shall  be 
unlawful,  any  extract  to  the  contrary  not¬ 
withstanding.  Atay  person  violating  the 
provisions  of  this  Aljt  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor  andsupon  conviction  there¬ 
of  shaU  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding 
$1,000. 

The  amendment  was\ereed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  tV be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  tn^  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  ak  to  read: 
“A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Leo  Snyenholz, 
Tobias  Kaplan,  the  Kroger  Company,  of 
Cleveland,  Mississippi,  and  Valley  xank 
of  Rosedale,  Rosedale,  Mississippi. 


16338 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


August  25 


MARION  JOHN  NAGURSKI 


The  bill  (H.R.  12350)  for  the  relief  of 
MaRpn  John  Nagurski  was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  ume,  and  passed. 

\  .  1 1  ii -i  r  m  i 

EDWARD  S.  ANDERSON 

The  SenateSnroceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.R.  11138)  for  the  relief  of  Ed¬ 
ward  S.  Anderson  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary,  with  an  amendment,  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert: 

That  the  Secretary  of  \he  Treasury  Is 
authorized  and  directed  to  Ray  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otn^rwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  Edward  S.  AndersonW  of  Colum¬ 
bus,  Ohio,  the  sum  of  $154.70.  >6uch  sum 
represents  the  remaining  balance  >Jiat  the 
said  Edward  S.  Anderson  is  obligatoOyto  pay 
as  the  result  of  a  judgment  rendered  gainst 
him  in  a  civil  court  of  the  State  of  TEhio 
arising  out  of  an  accident  occurring  Non 
October  27,  1956,  between  a  private  vehic 
and  a  mail  truck  operated  by  the  said  Ed 
ward  S.  Anderson  in  the  course  of  his  em¬ 
ployment  as  an  employee  of  the  Post  Office 
Department:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the 
amount  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  be 
paid,  or  delivered  to,  or  received  by,  any 
agent  or  attorney  on  account  of  services 
rendered  in  connection  with  this  claim  and 
the  same  shall  be  unlawful  any  contract,  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding.  Any  person 
violating  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
-  passed. 

CENTENNIAL  OP  THE  BIRTH  OP 
JANE  ADDAMS 

The  joint  resolution  (H.J.  Res.  658) 
to  authorize  and  request  the  President 
to  issue  a  proclamation  in  connection 
with  the  centennial  of  the  birth  of  Jane 
Addams,  founder  and  leader  of  Chicago’s 
Hull  House  was  considered,  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 


AMENDMENT  OP  AGRICULTURAL 

ACT  OP  1949— BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to  amend  title  V 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Over,  by  request. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  wonder 
whether  the  Senator  will  withhold  his 
objection  for  the  present. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  I  withhold  my  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The  bill, 
which  comes  from  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  deals  with  the  subject  of 
Mexican  labor.  I  understand  that  there 
is  some  objection  to  the  passage  of  the 
bill,  and  I  have  received  some  objection 


to  it  myself.  I  wonder  if  the  objectors 
will  permit  consideration  of  the  bill, 
with  the  understanding  that  I  will  move 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  to  substitute  therefor  the  text  of  the 
amendment  which  I  proposed  yesterday 
on  a  bill  which  came  from  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture,  so  as  to  pass  the  so- 
called  wheat  bill,  that  is,  the  bill  which 
we  passed  at  one  time  in  the  Senate,  and 
on  which  a  motion  to  reconsider  with 
instructions  in  the  House  failed  by  only 
11  votes;  except  that  in  the  way  I  would 
offer  the  amendment  I  would  change  the 
figures  in  the  so-called  wheat  bill  from 
75  percent  of  parity  loam  support  to  77 
percent,  change  the  revision  of  acreage 
from  20  percent  to  22  percent,  and 
change  the  figure  for  the  compensation 
of  payment  in  kind  for  the  reduced  acre¬ 
age  from  50  percent  to  55  percent.  That 
would  strike  practically  a  halfway  point 
between  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate 
and  the  bill  as  it  was  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  It  would  approach  the  figures 
proposed  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

I  have  reason  to  believe  that  if  this 
were  done  the  wheat  bill  would  pass  and 
we  could  get  action  on  a  wheat  bill  at 
this  session  of  Congress.  Both  party 
platforms  favor  action  on  agricultural 
legislation,  and  both  presidential  candi¬ 
dates  have  spoken  frequently  and  elo¬ 
quently  about  the  need  for  agricultural 
legislation. 

The  wheat  surplus  problem  is  the  most 
pressing  problem  in  the  whole  farm  pic¬ 
ture.  Therefore,  I  wonder  if  the  Sen¬ 
ators  who  have  raised  objection  would 
agree  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
dealing  with  Mexican  labor  and  would 
agree  to  its  consideration  with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  I  would  offer  a  motion 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  to  substitute  the  wheat  bill  which 
has  already  had  the  approval  of  the 
Senate  on  the  75  percent,  20-50  basis, 
and  which  has  had  the  approval  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  on  the 
80,  20-50  basis,  and  in  place  of  which 
I  would  offer  a  77  percent,  22-55  basis. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  yield 
if  I  have  the  time. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Inasmuch  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  has  announced 
that  it  was  his  purpose  to  introduce  a 
farm  bill,  would  not  the  consideration 
of  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  be  at  least  a  partial  in¬ 
stallment  on  the  pledge  made  recently 
by  the  Democratic  nominee  to  delegates 
to  the  Democratic  national  conventfon? 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  It  seems 
to  me  it  would  indeed.  It  could  be 
pointed  to  as  a  significant  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  this  session.  It  could  be  pointed 
to  as  evidence  that  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  is  following  his  expres¬ 
sion  of  hope  about  this  August  session. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  It  was  more  than  an 
expression  of  hope.  It  was  a  pledge  that 
he  would  introduce  a  farm  measure 
which  was  at  that  time  being  drafted. 
So  it  was  more  than  a  hope. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Every¬ 
one  would  like  to  see  some  concrete  farm 


legislation  passed  which  would  do  some-  • 
thing  at  this  session.  An  amended  bill 
coming  from  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture  would  be  certain  of  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  conferees.  I  hope  those 
who  have  objected  to  the  bill  will  permit 
its  consideration,  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  I  will  offer  an  amendment  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  ■ 
and  substitute  the  bill  I  have  suggested. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  al¬ 
though  feeling  as  the  Senator  does,  and 
the  desire  of  the  calendar  committee 
being  to  accommodate  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota,  the  fact  remains  that  the 
Senator  who  made  the  objection  is  not 
on  the  floor.  Therefore  I  must  reluc¬ 
tantly  renew  my  request  that  the  bill  go 
over. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Alaska,  if  the  Senator  who  ob¬ 
jected  is  not  on  the  floor.  I  hope  that 
his  attention  may  be  drawn  to  this  col¬ 
loquy,  and  the  hope  that  later  the  bill 
may  be  brought  up  by  motion  and  con¬ 
sideration  given  to  the  proposal  of  a 
wheat  substitute  which  I  have  suggested. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  go  over. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  A  NATIONAL 

CEMETERY  IN  FORT  RENO,  OKLA 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  3339)  to  provide  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  shall  establish  a  na¬ 
tional  cemetery  in  Fort  Reno,  Okla.,  on 
certain  lands  presently  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  with 
an  amendment  on  page  1,  line  3,  after  the 
words  “That”,  to  insert  “upon  determina¬ 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
the  land  is  suitable  for  cemeterial  pur¬ 
poses”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  upon 
determination  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  land  is  suitable  for  cemeterial  pur¬ 
poses,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  release,  donate,  and 
transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  for 
itional  cemetery  purposes,  a  portion  of  the 
pr^ent  United  States  Beef  Cattle  Research 
Station,  Pert  Reno,  Oklahoma  (formerly  the 
Fort  Reno  Military  Reservation),  more  par¬ 
ticularly  described  as  follows: 

A  trac^jf  land  situated  in  the  county  of 
Canadian,  abate  of  Oklahoma,  being  all  of  the 
north  half  if^rth  half  of  section  33,  township 
13  north,  range  8  west,  of  the  Indian  meri¬ 
dian,  containing^me  hundred  and  sixty  acres, 
more  or  less. 

Sec.  2.  The  Sectary  of  the  Army  Is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  establish  a  national 
cemetery  on  the  lane  transferred  to  him 
under  /the  first  sectioiXof  this  Act,  and  to 
provide  for  the  care  and  lyaintenance  of  such 
national  cemetery. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  Be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  \iird  time, 
and  passed. 

WOODY  W.  HACKNEY 

The  bill  (S.  3844)  for  the  reliefNof 
Woody  W.  Hackney  of  Fort  Worth,  TeiN 
was  considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossecr 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  confeyfence  report  on\upplemental 
House  Dassed  sugar  bill.  House/Rules  Committee  cleared  bill  to  increase  pnc 

Hep.  Nelsen  defena^d  REA 

agreed  to  conference  report/n  public  works  appropriation  bill.  Sen.  Randolpn 
Criticized  administration/  record  on  aid  to  depressed^areas* 


SENATE 

1.  PUBLIC  TJCRKS /APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference 
report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  12326,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagreement. 

This  bilVwill  now  be  sent  to  the  President*  pp.  17028-38,  1710*  L 

2.  DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Sen.  Randolph  claimed  the  administration  has  faile^to  provide 
a  regu_ly  effective  program  of  aid  to  depressed  areas,  pp*  17049—52 

«  V  ►  '  *  v  A  ‘  - 

FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Keating  submitted  and  discussed  an  amendment,  which  he  intends 
to  propose  to  H.  R.  12759,  the  Mexican  farm  labor  bill.  The  amendment  would 
require  the  Labor  Department  to  see  that  conditions  of  domestic  workers  in  area 
■where  Mexican  workers  are  employed  would  be  "at  least  equal"  to  the  conditions  a 
the  Mexican  workers,  rather  than  "comparable"  as  provided  in  existing  law.  p.o  • 

16995 gen^  williainSj  N#  inserted  and  commended  an  article  by  Kennett  love, 
"Influx  of  Migrant  Workers  at  Peak  on  Farms  in  East."  pp.  _ 


SALT-WATER  RESEARCH.  Sen*  Case,  S*  Dak*,  reviewed  the  history  of  the  saline-water i 
program,  criticized  a  recent  reference  to  the  program  as  tt Democratic,”  and 
stated  that  it  has  had  support  from  Republicans  as  well  as  Democrats*  pp« 

'  (005-21 


5.  CIVlEsDEFENSE.  Sen.  Young,  Ohio,  criticized  the  civil  defense  program  as  "/m>~ 
modedKand  a  "throwaway.”  pp*  17027-8 


6*  LABOR  STAtaRDS.  Sen.  Prouty  reviewed  his  efforts  to  bring  about  a  compromise  on 
H*  R.  12677,,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  so  as  to  extend  the  coverage 
and  increasevthe  minimum  wage,  and  expressed  disappointment  about  jythe  inflexi¬ 
bility  and  instability  of  a  majority  of  both  conference  groups 0y  pp®  17084-8 


HOUSE 


&•  SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Received  the/conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  1316I\(H.  Rept.  2211) (pp.  17113-5).  Hoyse  conferees  were 
appointed  earlier  (pp.  17090-1)  .  (Attached  to  this  Digest  is  table  showing  the 
action  of  the  conferees  ofc  items  relating  to  this  Department.) 


The  conferees  took  the  following  action  on  other  itaaa  of  interest: 


C 


Deletes  language  proposed  b)r  the  Senate  to  Provide  $986,800  for  the  Pres¬ 
ident^  special  international  program^ for  trade  exhibits  and  several 
additional  trade  missions} 


The  item  proposed  by  the  Senate V for  $1^300,000  for  the  special  foreign 
currency  program  was  reported  in/disagreement. 

Provides  $2,225,000  as  proposed  byNrae  House,  instead  of  $6,000,000  as  pre¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate,  for  the JStQce  of  Education,  payment  to  Hawaii 
under  the  Morrill  Act. 

Provides  $28,500  as  proposed  by/the  HouW,  instead  of  $57,000  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate,  for  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Deletes  the  Senate  proposal Ao  appropriate \$2, 000 ,000  for  construction  of 
fallout  shelters  in  existing  Federal  buildings,  and  $5,289,000  for 
construction  of  fallout  shelters  in  new  federal  buildings. 

Provides  $400,000  as  proposed  by  the  House,  instead  of  $500,000  as  proposed 


by  the  Senate,  for  the  Office  of  Saline  Wat< 


8.  SUGAR.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  13062,  to  amend  and  ext&jd  the  Sugar  Act. 
17123 


As  passed,  the  bill/provides  as  follows: 

Extends  the/sugar  Act  through  December  31,  1961; 


Extends/the  sugar  excise  tax  provisions  of  the  Internal  Ro* 
1954  through  June  30,  1962; 


Code  of 


Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make  payments  to  domestic  sugar  producers  under 
programs  applicable  to  the  crop  year  1961  and  previous  crop  years; 


Authorizes  the  President  to  determine  the  quota  for  Cuba  for  the  periocT'end- 
ing  December  31,  1961  at  any  level  he  determines  to  be  in  the  national  in* 
ter st; 


ttwards  to  new  producers  in  any  area  where  production  restiictions  are  in 
effect  for  1961,  75  percent  of  any  increase  in  1961  crop  proportionate 
shares  over  1960  shares  subject  to  certain  qualifications; 
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AMENDMENTS  TO  LAW  PROHIBIT¬ 
ING  PAYMENT  OP  ANNUITIES  AND 

RETIRED  PAY  TO  CERTAIN  OF- 
\FICERS  AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE 
\jNITED  STATES 

MH.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
gener^iy  agreed  that  the  so-called  Hiss 
Act,  Public  Law  769,  passed  in  1954, 
which  prohibits  the  payment  of  annui¬ 
ties  and  retired  pay  to  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees  of  Nffie  United  States,  is  too 
broad  in  its 'application.  There  have 
been  differencesSnf  opinion  between  Sen¬ 
ators  who  wish  tN  leave  that  act  exactly 
as  it  is  and  Senators  who  may  wish  to  go 
too  far  in  changing  There  have  been 
cited  numerous  casek  of  hardship  in 
which  individuals  whoVhave  been  con¬ 
victed  of  relatively  mimSr  crimes  have 
been  forced  to  pay,  in  the  loss  of  annui¬ 
ties,  penalties  far  exceeding  what  the 
nature  of  their  crimes  demands. 

House  bill  4601,  which  is  on  thf  calen¬ 
dar,  and  which  the  majority  leader  has 
announced  will  be  called  up  for  action, 
justifiably  seeks  to  narrow  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  Hiss  Act.  It  was  contenabd, 
when  this  measure  was  debated  on  Ma^ 
12,  that  the  bill,  as  originally  reported 
by  the  Post  Office  and  Civil'  Service  Com¬ 
mittee,  went  too  far.  H.R.  4601  limits 
the  application  of  the  Hiss  Act  prohibi¬ 
tion  on  the  payment  of  annuities  only  to 
cases  involving  loyalty  or  the  national 
security.  In  doing  so,  it  may  make  it 
possible  for  certain  persons  who  have 
committed  major  crimes  to  receive  re¬ 
tirement  benefits.  That  point  was 
brought  out  very  forcefully  on  the  floor 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Dela¬ 


ware. 

On  May  12  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  successfully  moved  to  re¬ 
commit  H.R.  4601,  in  order  that  it  might 
be  narrowed,  so  as  not  to  restore  “crooks 
and  scoundrels”  to  the  public  retirement 
rolls.  I  joined  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  on  his  motion  to  recommit.  ' 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  has  not  reported  this  bill  to 
the  Senate  without  amendment.  Since 
the  members  of  the  committee  failed  tc/ 
narrow  this  bill  to  a  more  acceptable  ana 
justifiable  form,  it  will  be  up  to  us,  here 
on  the  floor,  if  the  bill  is  programed 
before  us,  to  do  that  job  ourselves. 

For  this  reason,  I  send  to  the  ifesk,  for 
printing  under  the  rule,  amendments 
which  would  limit  the  withholding  of 
annuities  to  cases  involving  a  crime  for 
which  an  individual  has  b^en  committed 
to  serve  more  than  a  year  in  confine¬ 
ment.  By  so  restricting  the  restoration 
of  annuities,  I  belieye  we  would  elimi¬ 
nate  hardship  cases/: in  which  those  who 
have  not  received/ a  significant  penalty 
are  nevertheless/forced  to  sacrifice  an¬ 
nuities,  some^mes  worth  $25,000  or 
$30,000.  At  tne  same  time,  persons  who 
have  embe^led  large  sums  of  money 
from  the/ Government  or  have  com¬ 
mitted  equally  serious  crimes  would  not 
be  peimitted  to  receive  benefits  from  the 
Government  which  they  served  so 
poony. 

ysince  a  crime  must  be  punishable  by 
/  sentence  of  a  year  or  more  in  order 
'to  be  a  felony,  as  defined  in  the  United 
States  Code,  this  would  seem  to  me  to 
be  a  valid  way  of  distinguishing  between 


major  and  minor  crimes  for  purposes  of 
the  Hass  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  contend  that 
this  is  a  final  answer,  but  I  suggest  that 
these  amendments  be  printed,  under  the 
rule,  in  order  that  they  may  receive  at¬ 
tention  when  the  bill  comes  before  us. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  it  is  clear  that 
the  1-year  provision  is  not  arbitrary, 
but  is  based  upon  longstanding  practice, 
as  set  out  in  the  United  States  Code. 

The  need  to  narrow  the  scope  of  House 
bill  4601  seems  to  be  reasonably  clear, 
because  there  were  cited  instances  in 
which  real  hardships  resulted  from  the 
strict  application  of  the  law.  But  in 
narrowing  its  application  or  scope  we 
must,  in  my  judgment,  still  deny  annui¬ 
ties  to  those  who  have  committed  crimes 
involving  the  national  security  or  who 
have  committed  serious  crimes  against 
the  Government.  It  is  for  that  reason 
that  I  am  submitting  these  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Burdick  in  the  chair).  The  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  received,  printed,  and  lie 
on  the  table. 


AMENDMENT  OF  TITLE  V  OF  AGRI- 
-CULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949— AMEND¬ 
MENT 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  an  amendment,  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  me,  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to 
amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur- 


has  such  power.  My  amendment  would 
simply  say  that  rather  than  conditions 
being  comparable,  the  Secretary  shall 
see  to  it  that  conditions  of  domestic 
workers  in  areas  where  they  compete 
with  Mexican  workers  are  “at  least 
equal”  to  those  of  Mexicans.  It  seems 
to  me  that  this  is  only  fair.  American 
farmworkers  should  receive  the  same 
protection  under  the  law  as  do  those 
coming  in  from  outside  of  the  United 
States. 

The  amendment  and  explanatory 
statement  are  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  2.  Clause  (3)  of  section  503  of  such 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(3) 
reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  attract 
domestic  workers  for  such  employment  at 
terms  and  on  conditions  at  least  equal  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers”. 

Explanation  of  Keating  Amendment  to  K.R. 

12759 

Although  employers  are  required  to  pro¬ 
vide  their  Mexican  workers  with  free  hous¬ 
ing,  workmen’s  compensation,  transporta- 
.tion  from  the  Mexican  border,  guarantee  of 
employment  for  three-fourths  of  the  working 
days  within  the  contract  period,  free  food 
when  work  is  not  available,  similar  benefits 
are  not  ordinarily  required  for  U.S.  farm¬ 
workers.  In  addition  to  its  manifest  in¬ 
equity,  failure  of  growers  requesting  Mex¬ 
icans  to  offer  such  benefits  to  U.S.  workers 
helps  to  create  the  labor  shortages  that 
justify  use  of  Mexicans. 


poses,  which  is  on  the  Senate  Calendar. 

I  ask  unanimous  '  consent  that  the*  1 
amendment  be  printed,  and  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  with  a  brief  explanatory 
statement,  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re- 
nid/iks 

The’  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
will  lie  oft  the  table;  and,  without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  amendment  and  explanatory 
statement  will  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  requested  by  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  sec¬ 
tion  503  of  Public  Law  78  states  that  no 
Mexican  worker  recruited  under  this 
title  shall  be  available  for  employment 
in  any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
has  determined  and  certified  that  first, 
sufficient  domestic  workers  are  not  avail¬ 
able,  second,  the  employment  of  Mexican 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  conditions  of  domestic  work¬ 
ers  and  third — and  I  quote — “reasonable 
efforts  have  been  made  to  attract 
domestic  workers  for  such  employment 
at  wages  and  standard  hours  of  work 
comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers.” 

Mr.  President,  my  amendment  strikes 
the  word  “wages  and  standard  hours  of 
work  comparable  to  those  offered  to  for¬ 
eign  workers”  which  appears  in  the  third 
provision  that  I  just  read.  It  inserts  in 
lieu  thereof  the  words  “terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  of  employment  at  least  equal  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers.”  The 
net  effect  of  my  amendment  would  be  to 
strengthen  the  tone  of  this  statute  with 
respect  to  these  provisions  intended  to 
avoid  having  the  employment  of  Mex¬ 
ican  farmworkers  undermine  employ¬ 
ment  conditions  for  domestic  farmwork¬ 
ers.  Mr.  President,  the  Secretary  already 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  THURMOND : 

Address  delivered  by  Senator  Byrd  of  Vir¬ 
ginia  on  accepting  a  distinguished  service 
award  of  the  American  par  Association  Sec¬ 
tion  on  Insurance,  Negligence  and  Compensa¬ 
tion  Law,  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  August 
29,  1960. 

By  Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia: 

Address  delivered  by  him  at  his  annual 
orchard  picnic,  at  Berryville,  Va.,  on  August 
27,  1960. 

By  Mi’.  KEFAUVER: 

Remarks  of  Gov.  Buford  Ellington  of  Ten¬ 
nessee  in  behalf  of  nominees  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party,  general  election  of  1960,  at 
Hopkinsville,  Ky„  August  27,  1960,  which  will 
appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix. 

\By  Mi-.  CARLSON : 

AddXss  entitled  "Crispus  Attucks.  One  of 
AmericaSsFirst  and  Noblest  Heroes,”  delivered 
by  John  V  Dobbs,  grand  master  of  Georgia, 
at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Nobles  of  the 
Mystic  Shriffigat  Boston,  Mass.,  on  August 
16,  1960.  \ 

Article  entitled  “New  Jersey  Weekly,  Life, 
Join  on  DeliverXDeal,”  published  in  the 
magazine  Editor  atad  Publisher  for  August 
20,  1960. 

By  Mr.  YARBOKtoUGH ; 

Editorial  entitled  "^Nationwide  Survey 
Points  Up  Great  Value  ds  Parks  to  States,” 
published  in  the  Houst-ort  (Tex.)  Post  of 
August  17, 1960. 

By  Mr.  COTTON : 

Article  entitled  "U.S.  Airlines  Rice  Difficult 
'  Future  as  Losses  Mount,”  published  in  the 
New  York  Times  of  Sunday,  Augus\^8,  1960. 

By  Mr.  WILEY:  \ 

Article  entitled  "Every  Vote  Counts, Vvrit- 
ten  by  Joseph  J.  Delaney,  general  prescient 
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dc  the  International  Operating  Engineers, 
ami  published  in  a  recent  edition  of  the 
International  Operating  Engineer. 

Article  entitled  “MRA  Fashions  -New  Tools 
To  Fight  Reds,”  published  in  the  Milwaukee 
Journal^  August  28,  1960,  dealing  with  the 
program  oS  moral  rearmament. 

By  Mh.  COOPER: 

Statement \v  George  J.  Burger,  vice  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  Rational  Federation  of  Inde¬ 
pendent  Business  Inc.,  before  the  platform 
committee  of  the 'Republican  National  Con¬ 
vention,  Chicago,  IlK  on  July  20,  1960,  on  the 
subject  of  a  small  Business  plank  for  the 
platform.  \ 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSOV: 

Address  entitled  “Chris^nnd  Politics,”  de¬ 
livered  by  the  Reverend  iXnbert  Brose  on 
the  Lutheran  Hour  Broadcast  on  July  10, 
1960.  \ 


FIRST  SECRETARY  ACT  051  1960 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President, \  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  introduce,  for*u>p- 
propriate  reference,  a  bill  which  woSjd 
establish  a  First  Secretary  of  the  Gov* 
eminent,  a  post  first  proposed  by  Gov\ 
Nelson  A.  Rockefeller,  of  New  York. 

The  primary  functions  of  the  First 
Secretary,  who  would  be  appointed  by 
the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  would  include  the  coordination  of 
national  security  and  international  af¬ 
fairs  required  by  the  cold  war.  The  First 
Secretary  would  receive  a  salary  of 
$35,000  annually — equivalent  to  the 
amount  received  by  the  Vice  President 
and  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court — and? 
would  stand  after  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate  in  line  of  sue-* 
cession  to  the  Presidency. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  is  a 
direct  implementation  of  that  part  of  the 
Republican  platform  plank  on  Govern¬ 
ment  administration.  The  Republican 
convention  unanimously  endorsed  the 
proposal  that  “two  top  positions  should 
be  established  to  assist  the  President  in, 
first,  the  entire  field  of  national  security 
and  international  affairs,  and,  second, 
governmental  planning  and  manage¬ 
ment,  particularly  in  domestic  affairs." 
The  post  of  First  Secretary  would  carry 
out  the  first  of  those  two  suggestions. 
In  addition,  my  bill  would  implement 
the  proposal  included  in  the  Nixon- 
Rockefeller  agreement  of  July  23,  1960, 
for  the  “creation  of  a  post  to  assist  the 
President  in  the  whole  area  of  national 
security  and  international  affairs."  / 

The  First  Secretary  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  the  No.  1  aid  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  be  responsible  to  him  ior  the 
effective  coordination  of  U.S.  Activities 
in  the  cold  war.  Introducing/ the  First 
Secretary  of  the  Government  Act  of 
1960  in  the  closing  days /of  this  con¬ 
gressional  session  will  make  it  possible 
for  this  proposal  to  undei'go  careful  study 
by  those  outside  of  a/d  in  the  Federal 
Government  and  receive  detailed  consid¬ 
eration  by  those  /ecutive  departments 
asked  to  submit  reports  on  the  bill,  which 
can  be  available  to  the  Congress  when 
we  return  earjy  in  January  1961. 

Prompt  ormsideration  of  this  plan 
should  receive  top  priority  by  the  next 
Congres/nd  the  new  administration. 

The  n/onths  of  intensive  hearings  by 
the  S/bcommittee  on  National  Policy 
Machinery,  of  which  I  am  a  member, 
included  much  testimony  by  men  of 


both  parties  who  served  in  the  highest 
policymaking  appointive  posts  and  un¬ 
der  different  Presidents.  Many  stressed 
in  the  most  persuasive  terms  the  urgent 
need  for  a  super-Cabinet  official  who 
can  help  direct  and  coordinate  concern¬ 
ing  national  security  and  international 
affairs  policy  once  it  has  been  set  by  the 
President. 

Under  the  terms  of  my  bill,  the  First 
Secretary  would  be  a  member  of  the 
National  Security  Council  and  could 
preside  at  these  meetings  should  the 
President  so  direct.  His  staff  could  in¬ 
clude  four  employees,  each  eligible  to 
receive  a  maximum  of  $19,000  per  an¬ 
num,  and  two  additional  officers  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  to  assist  the 
First  Secretary.  On  a  protocol  basis,  a 
First  Secretary  also  could  relieve  the 
President  of  at  least  some  of  his  appear¬ 
ances,  ranking  as  he  would  with  other 
prime  ministers. 

Although  we  may  be  aware  of  the 
enormous  dangers  and  the  tremendous 
challenges  which  confront  us  on  almost 
Vvery  front,  foreign  and  domestic,  few 
olus  can  conceive  of  the  extreme  pres¬ 
sures  or  the  awesome  complexity  of  the 
problems  which  daily  come  to  the  desk 
of  thXPresident.  As  Governor  Rocke/ 
feller  pointed  out  in  his  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  Subcommittee  on  National  pol¬ 
icy  Machinery,  the  President  must/play 
many  roles.\He  is  Chief  of  State/Chief 
Executive,  Commander  in  Chief  of  the 
Armed  Forces, ^constitutionally  respon¬ 
sible  for  conducing  foreign /policy,  and 
head  of  his  politiXj  party/  More  than 
50  departments  andVgenpfes  of  Govern¬ 
ment  report  directl^G#'  the  President 
and  those  involved  in JeG  national  secu¬ 
rity  field  have  a  total  annual  budget  of 
almost  $50  billion/ This^Xn  turn,  has 
led  to  the  creation  of  scores  of  inter¬ 
departmental  apB  interagencV  commit¬ 
tees — 160  exisj/in  the  field  ofNinterna- 
tional  affair/alone.  In  addition^  there 
are  18  independent  agencies,  manXmore 
boards  anp  commissions — 4  Government 
agencies/and  6  international  financial 
organisations  are  concerned  with  for* 
eign Economic  aid.  > 

My  bill  provides  that  the  First  Secre¬ 
tary  may  serve  as  Chairman  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Advisory  Council  on  International 
^Monetary  and  Financial  Problems.  In 
a  sense,  this  chairmanship  is  a  high 
command  post  in  U.S.  foreign  economic 
policy  for  the  council  is  responsible  for 
U.S.  activities  in  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development, 
the  International  Development  Associa¬ 
tion,  the  International  Finance  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  the  International  Monetary 
Fund. 

Decisionmaking,  as  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  has  properly  emphasized,  is  prop¬ 
erly  a  function  of  the  Presidency.  How¬ 
ever,  the  outstanding  contributions 
which  are  made  regularly  by  Cabinet 
officers,  the  Vice  President,  and  other  top 
level  advisers  in  the  efficient  and  imagi¬ 
native  conduct  of  Government  cannot  be 
discounted.  The  creation  of  the  post  of 
First  Secretary  is  meant  to  contribute  to 
this  process  by  vesting  the  coordinating 
responsibility  for  activities  related  to  our 
very  survival  in  an  official  able  to  carry 
multidepartmental  authority  without  en¬ 
croaching  on  what  must  be  recognized 


as  the  final  authority  and  the  constitu¬ 
tional  powers  of  the  President. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  request  of  th/e 
Senator  from  New  York  to  introduce  the 
bill?  The  Chair  hears  none;  and  thcfbill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred.  / 

The  bill  (S.  3911)  to  provide  for  a 
First  Secretary  of  the  Government  and 
for  other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Javits,  was  received,  rea/twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  th/Committee  on 
Government  Operation^ 

Mr.  JAVITS  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent,  in 
connection  with  mVintroduction  of  a  bill 
to  provide  for  a/First  Secretary  of  the 
Government,  /at  the  text  of  the  bill 
may  be  inclu/a  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  text  of 
the  bill  waj?  i ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  a/follows: 

Be  it jft lacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Eepresditativcs  of  the  United  States  of 
Ameyta  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Ac/nay  he  cited,  as  the  “First  Secretary  Act 
of/960.” 

/ Sbc.  2.  The  President,  in  his  discretion, 
/nay  appoint,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate,  an  officer  who  shall: 

(a)  have  the  title  of  First  Secretary  of 
the  Government  or  such  other  title  as  the 
President  may  from  time  to  time  designate; 

(b)  be  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President; 

(c)  be  compensated  at  the  rate  of  $35,000 
per  annum; 

(d)  be  an  additional  member  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Security  Council  and  preside  at  meet¬ 
ings  of  the  Council  if  and  as  the  President 
may  from  time  to  time  direct;  and 

(e)  perform  such  other  functions  con¬ 
cerned  principally  with  national  security  and 
international  affairs  as  the  President  shall 
from  time  to  time  direct. 

Sec.  3.  Subsection  (d)(1)  of  section  19  of 
title  3  of  the  United  States  Code  Is  hereby 
amended  by  inserting  therein,  after  the 
words  “shall  act  as  President:”,  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “First  Secretary  of  the  Government,”. 

Sec.  4.  The  President  may  appoint  two 
additional  officers  who  shall  be  in  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Office  of  the  President,  shall  have  such 
titles  as  the  President  shall  from  time  to 
Time  designate,  and  who  shall  assist  the  First 
TBecretary  in  connection  with  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  Us  functions  as  he  may  from  time 
to^me  specify.  When,  by  reason  of  ab¬ 
sences.  disability,  or  vacancy  in  office,  the 
First  Secretary  cannot  perform  the  functions 
assignee^  to  him,  the  officers  provided  for  in 
this  sectnm,  in  such  sequence  as  the  Presi¬ 
dent  mayXom  time  to  time  specify,  shall 
act  as  First  ^Secretary. 

Sec.  5.  The 'First  Secretary  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  authored: 

(a)  to  appoint,  in  accordance  with  the 
civil  service  andNlassiflcation  laws,  such 
officers  and  other  employees  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  assist  in  connection  with  the  per¬ 
formance  of  his  functions,  except  that  not 
more  than  four  employees  may  be  appointed 
without  regard  to  such  laNvs  at  rates  of  not 
more  than  $19,000  per  annum;  and 

(b)  to  obtain  services  asNauthorized  by 

section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2,  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  55a),  at  such  per  diem  nrtes  for  in¬ 
dividuals  as  may  be  approved  by Vhe  Presi¬ 
dent.  \ 

Sec.  6.  Section  104a  of  the  FederarSExecu- 
tlve  Pay  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  736;  5  \J\S.C. 
2201  et.  seq.)  is  hereby  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  \ 

“(21)  the  two  officers  provided  for  in  sec* 
tion  4  of  the  First  Secretary  Act  of  1960.”  \ 

Sec.  7.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  4  of  the 
Bretton  Woods  Agreement  Act,  c.  339,  59 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  30  (legislative  day,  August  24),  1960 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Keating  to  the  bill  (H.K. 
12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  At  the  end  of  the 
bill  add  the  following  new  section : 

1  Sec.  2.  Clause  (3)  of  section  503  of  such  Act  is 

2  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(3)  reasonable  efforts  have 

3  been  made  to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such  employment 

4  at  terms  and  on  conditions  at  least  equal  to  those  offeied  to 

5  foreign  workers”. 
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WAGS  BATES 

n.  Minimum  wage  rate  for  presently  cov¬ 
ered  workers:  $1.15. 

\  III.  Minimum  wage  rate  for  newly  covered 
workers :  $1. 

l\  Overtime  for  newly  covered  workers: 

V.  i^umber  covered:  2,840,000. 

Mi\\rOUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  knovXwhat  would  have  been  the  fate 
of  this  fifth.  and  last  compromise  pro¬ 
posal  if  under  the  conference  rules  the 
House  conferees  had  had  an  opportunity 
to  vote  on  it,  Btit  I  do  know,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  the  Yrnerican  public  has  a 
right  to  express  ice  genuine  disappoint¬ 
ment  about  the  inflexibility  and  im¬ 
mutability  of  a  majority  of  both  confer¬ 
ence  groups.  \ 

Such  obstinacy,  Mr.  President,  calls  to 
my  mind  the  behavior  o\a  poor  little 
rich  boy  whose  parents  alVays  bought 
him  everything  he  wanted,  including  all 
kinds  of  sports  equipment.  T\e  poorer 
kids  needed  his  equipment  to  play  base¬ 
ball,  but  he  insisted  that  they  pity  ac¬ 
cording  to  his  rule,  and  if  they  dicNnot, 
he  would  pick  up  his  equipment  and  run 
home  to  “daddy.”  \ 

In  that  case,  I  always  felt  sorry  for 
the  poor  little  rich  boy  who  thought  he 
had  to  have  his  own  way.  I  feel  sorry, 
too,  Mr.  President,  that  the  conference 
committee  has  run  home  to  “daddy,” 
and  has  run  away  from  the  poor  chil¬ 
dren  and  poor  families  who  need  their 
help. 

For  7  years  the  President  has  recom¬ 
mended  an  extension  of  wage  and  hour 
coverage  to  new  workers.  For  7  lean 
years,  5  of  which  the  Democratic  Party 
has  held  control  of  Congress,  there  has 
been  no  bill  sent  to  the  White  House. 

Those  who  have  waited  help  for  7  years 
might  indeed  echo  the  cry:  “How  long, 
of  Lord,  how  long.” 

The  answer  to  that  question  may  well 
lie  within  the  bosom  of  the  majority 
leader  and  the  majority  leader’s  leader. 

Are  we  going  to  have  a  law  or  an  issue 
which  will  be  exploited  until  November 
7,  and  forgotten  thereafter? 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SELECT  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS  TO 
SUBMIT  REPORT  SUBSEQUENT  TO 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Select  Committee  on  Small  Business 
be  authorized,  during  the  adjournment 
of  the  second  session  of  the  86th  Con¬ 
gress,  to  file  with  the  secretary  of  the 
Senate  a  report  entitled  “Case  Study  in 
Subcontracting  by  Weapon-System  Con¬ 
tractor,”  and  that  the  report  be  printed 
along  with  any  individual,  supplemental 
or  minority  views. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


MIGRATORY  AGRICULTURAL  LABOR 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  as  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Migratory  Labor  during 
the  past  year,  I  have  had  to  learn  a  great 
deal  about  the  problems  facing  the 
American  migratory  agricultural  worker 
and  his  employers.  These  problems  call 


for  solutions  founded  on  sound  legisla¬ 
tive  judgment  and  this  requires  careful 
study  and  analysis  of  the  facts. 

Migratory  agricultural  workers  move 
with  and  work  in  three  northbound 
main  streams;  one  along  the  east  coast, 
another  through  the  Midwest,  and  the 
third  up  the  west  coast. 

The  northeastern  area  of  migratory 
agricultural  labor  has  been  excellently 
described  by  Mr.  Kennett  Love  in  the 
Monday,  August  29,  New  York  Times. 
In  discussing,  among  other  aspects,  the 
social  environment  in  this  section,  he 
notes  that — 

Good  and  bad,  nearly  all  the  camps  are 
situated  -  away  from  the  main  roads,  iso¬ 
lated  from  the  farmsteads  and  rural  com¬ 
munities.  Neither  the  camps  nor  the  mi¬ 
grants  come  often  into  the  awarness  of  the 
society  within  which  they  exist. 

Eecause  of  the  many  variables  in  the 
agricultural  scene,  as  well  as  the  tran¬ 
sient  habits  of  the  migratory  agricul¬ 
tural  worker,  the  task  of  writing  an  ac¬ 
curate  and  informative  article  about 
any  part  of  this  area  is  indeed  imposing. 
The  need  for  such  writing  is  crucial 
,  both  for  the  public  and  for  the  legisla¬ 
tors.  Mr.  Love’s  fine  article  evidences 
thorough  research  and  will  be  most 
helpful  to  us  in  achieving  a  more  com¬ 
plete  understanding  of  the  northeastern 
part  of  this  complex  problem. 

Therefore,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  following  article  from  the 
Monday,  August  29,  New  York  Times  be 
inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Influx  of  Migrant  Workers  at  Peak  on 
Farms  in  East 
(By  Kennett  Love) 

The  annual  tide  of  tattered  humanity  that 
follows  the  harvest  up  the  Atlantic  seaboard 
has  reached  its  high  mark  in  New  York  and 
adjacent  States.  About  60,000  migrant  farm 
workers — men,  women,  and  teen-agers,  and 
uncounted  myriads  of  children — have  settled 
for  the  duration  of  the  “pickin’  season”  in 
hundreds  of  camps  scattered  among  the  bean 
patches  and  orchards  of  upstate  New  York, 
the  vast  potato  fields  of  Long  Island,  the 
truck  gardens  of  New  Jersey,  and  the 
shrouded  stands  of  tobacco  in  the  Connecti¬ 
cut  Valley. 

“Tell  me,  Mister,  how  is  the  potato  crop 
down  in  Jersey?”  asked  the  spokesman  for 
a  hundred  migrants  newly  arrived  at  a  camp 
near  the  shore  of  Lake  Ontario.  “Potatoes 
coming  in  so  slow  around  here  that  we  don’t 
get  much  work  even  when  the  sun  shines.” 

ONE  HUNDRED  IN  FIVE  TRUCKS 

Eighty  grown-ups  and  twenty  children,  the 
group  had  come  in  two  stages  all  the  way 
from  Lake  Okeechobee,  Fla.,  in  five  battered, 
stake-sided,  tarpaulin-covered  trucks.  The 
trip  had  been  broken  by  a  few  weeks  of  po¬ 
tato  picking  in  North  Carolina. 

On  the  road  they  Jolted  northward  day 
and  night,  pausing  only  to  eat  and  stretch, 
because  neither  in  the  segregated  South  nor 
in  the  North  could  they  find  or  afford  a 
night’s  lodging,  except  in  the  work  camps. 

Some  of  the  camps  are  squalid  clusters  of 
tar  paper  shacks  or  cooplike  barracks  of 
weathered  wood  and  tin  on  plots  of  dust  or 
mire,  depending  on  the  weather. 

Large  families  are  crowded  into  a  single 
cubicle  to  sleep,  cook,  and  eat.  They  lack 
electricity,  screens,  or  garbage  can  lids,  and 
have,  in  place  of  plumbing,  a  hand  pump 


out  front  and  a  couple  of  privies  out  back. 
State  regulations  are  on  the  way  toward 
eliminating  or  improving  the  worst  camps. 

SOME  CAMPS  IMPROVED 

Many  camps,  some  of  them  not  much 
better  to  look  at,  are  equipped  with  showers 
and  other  plumbing  and  screened  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  health  codes.  The  buildings  are 
sturdier  and  more  comfortable,  sometimes  of 
cinder  block  construction,  and  the  rooms 
may  be  provided  with  bottled-gas  stoves  in¬ 
stead  of  kerosene  burners. 

One  large  men’s  camp  maintained  by  the 
Connecticut  shade-grown  tobacco  planters  in 
a  landscaped  grove  near  Pcquonock  is  said  to 
have  cost  nearly  a  million  dollars,  and  it 
looks  it. 

Good  or  bad,  nearly  all  the  camps  are 
situated  away  from  the  main  roads,  isolated 
from  the  farmsteads  and  rural  communities. 
Neither  the  camps  nor  the  migrants  come 
often  into  the  awareness  of  the  society 
within  which  they  exist.  Senator  Harrison 
A.  Williams,  Democrat,  of  New  Jersey,  and 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Migratory  Labor,  has  called  them  the  for¬ 
gotten  people. 

MILLION  ON  ROAD 

Tire  Atlantic  migration  stream  Is  part  of  a 
pattern  in  which  a  million  people,  from  coast 
to  coast,  move  northward  "on  the  season” 
every  year. 

The  larger  and  better  known  part  of  the 
pattern  is  the  migration  up  through  the 
Midwest,  the  Great  Plains,  and  the  Pacific 
States  that  has  attracted  both  legal  and 
illegal  immigrants  from  Mexico,  the  latter 
known  as  “wetbacks.”  Nearly  half  a  million 
Mexicans  and  a  similar  number  of  Ameri¬ 
cans,  chiefly  of  Mexican  origin  or  Negroes, 
make  the  yearly  harvest  trek  west  of  the 
Appalachian  mountain  chain. 

The  sources  of  the  Atlantic  seaboard 
stream  are  mainly  in  the  colored  quarters 
that  sprawl  out  into  the  pines  and  palmetto 
on  the  poor  side  of  southern  towns. 

The  stream  is  fed  also  from  the  sugarcane 
and  tobacco  fincas  of  Puerto  Rico  by 
Spanish-speaking  men  who  flock  to  San 
Juan  to  take  the  $45  airplane  trip  north.  A 
smaller  current  Joins  the  stream  from  the 
West  Indies.  And  a  few  white  “knights  of 
the  road”  come  into  the  migration  from  the 
skid  rows  of  the  Central  Atlantic  and  New 
England  cities. 

Much  of  the  movement  is  prompted  by 
»  dire  economic  need.  Lois  Garrison,  a  young 
woman  from  Palmetto,  Fla.,  explained  it  in 
simple  terms  one  rainy,  workless  day  this 
month  in  a  camp  near  Cranbury,  N.J. 

“If  you  don’t  get  no  work  in  the  summer,” 
she  said,  “the  rent  man’s  going  to  shut  you 
right  out  the  door.” 

LEFT  CREW  IN  VIRGINIA 

She  had  come  up  “freewheeling”  in  search 
of  work  after  leaving  a  crew  that  had  com¬ 
pleted  a  harvesting  contract  in  Virginia. 

Other  migrants,  including  some  substan¬ 
tial,  provident  citizens,  come  north  as  much 
for  the  opportunity  to  travel  as  for  economic 
reasons. 

Mrs.  Willie  Brown,  in  a  beanpickers’  camp 
in  the  Genesee  Valley,  complacently  broke 
snap  beans  into  canning  lengths  on  a  re¬ 
cent  evening  as  she  told  how  she  took  leave 
every  summer  from  a  permanent  job  as  a 
cook  in  Sanford,  Fla.,  to  work  in  the  north¬ 
ern  New  York  climate.  She  has  entered  her 
eldest  daughter  in  Tallahassee  University 
and  plans  to  send  her  other  three  children 
to  college. 

In  “Tobacco  Valley”  along  the  Connecticut 
River,  2,250  Negro  youths  and  girls  from 
southern  high  schools  and  colleges  are  near¬ 
ing  the  end  of  a  10-week  season  harvesting 
the  delicate  leaves  of  tobacco  grown  in  the 
shade  of  vast  canopies  of  cotton  netting. 

Alphonzo  R.  Liggins,  a  grammar-school 
teacher  of  Goldsboro,  N.C.,  who  brought  1G3 
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students  to  a  dormitory  camp  at  Broadbroolc, 
Conn.,  said  the  students  would  take  home 
up  to  $400  each.  It  is  the  24th  Connecticut 
season  for  students  from  his  school. 

Students,  smaller  and  slimmer  than  adults, 
are  preferred  for  the  early  part  of  the  harvest, 
when  the  lower  leaves  of  the  8-  to  10-foot 
stalks  are  picked,  because  they  can  move 
among  the  close-set  rows  without  damaging 
the  plants. 

Although  most  migrants’  lives  are  disor¬ 
ganized,  precarious,  and  impoverished  to  a 
degree  unknown  in  other  sectors  of  society, 
they  bear  their  lot  with  a  resignation  that 
is  more  often  cheerful  than  gloomy. 

“They  make  very  few  complaints,”  said 
Samuel  P.  Singletary,  employment  practice 
representative  of  the  State  labor  depart¬ 
ment.  “Mostly,  they’re  just  interested  in 
getting  work  and  aren’t  much  concerned 
about  living  conditions.  And  some  are 
mainly  interested  in  seeing  New  York  and 
will  lay  off  every  couple  of  days.” 

EARNINGS  AVERAGE  $859 

As  agricultural  workers,  migrants  are  ex¬ 
cluded  from  Federal  minimum  wage  and 
unemployment  compensation  laws.  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  James  P.  Mitchell  has  esti- 
'  mated  that  the  average  migrant  in  1957 
worked  131  days  and  earned  $859 — about 
$6.55  a  day. 

Frank  Pixley,  a  large  employer  of  migrants 
on  his  Genesee  County,  N.Y.,  string  bean 
harvest,  asserts  that  growers  do  not  want  to 
pay  low  wages  but  that  low  produce  prices 
force  them  to.  He  concedes  that  he  has 
paid  harvesters  70  cents  for  each  35-pound 
hamper  of  beans  since  1946,  but  he  observes 
that  in  the  same  period  his  own  return  on 
each  ton  of  beans  had  dropped  from  $125  to 
$113.40.  A  good  worker  can  pick  up  to  20 
hampers  in  a  day. 

Hourly  wage  rates  vary  from  80  cents  in 
New  Jersey’s  truck  gardens  to  95  cents  in 
the  tobacco  fields  of  Connecticut. 

In  the  last  decade  progress  has  been  made 
toward  regulating  the  agricultural  migration 
by  the  annual  worker  plan  administered  by 
State  farm  placement  service  agents  and 
financed  by  Federal  funds. 

Planning  begins  in  February  and  March 
when  local  State  employment  officials  obtain 
estimated  labor  requirements  and  job  orders 
from  farmers  in  participating  States  from 
South  Carolina  to  Massachusetts  and  Ver¬ 
mont. 

Then  the  farm  placement  service  agents  go 
to  Florida  to  lay  out  a  comprehensive  sched¬ 
ule  of  the  migratory  labor  demands  for  har¬ 
vests  phased  progressively  northward.  The 
trekking  begins  as  early  as  April  as  Florida 
harvesting  tapers  toward  a  close. 

A  typical  schedule  was  that  worked  out 
last  year  for  Alvin  Braboy  of  Lakeland,  Fla., 
whose  crew  at  first  consisted  of  11  families — • 
23  adults  and  6  children. 

The  crew  picked  oranges,  tangerines,  and 
grapefruit  in  Florida  until  June  20.  Then 
it  moved  up  to  Painter,  Va.,  to  dig  potatoes 
until  July  20.  From  July  25  to  September 
7  it  picked  tomatoes  in  Trappe,  Md.,  and 
arrived  in  Linlithgo,  N.Y.,  September  9  to 
harvest  apples  and  grapes. 

On  November  10,  Alvin  Braboy  and  his 
crew  took  to  the  road  again  in  a  truck,  a  bus, 
and  two  cars,  Florida  bound,  to  start  again 
on  the  oranges,  tangerines,  and  grapefruit. 

The  employment  record  shows  that  the 
Braboy  crew  stuck  remarkably  close  to  a 
schedule  subject  to  ■variations  imposed  by 
the  weather,  produce  market  conditions,  sick¬ 
ness  and  often-recurring  breakdowns  of  its 
dilapidated  vehicles. 

The  record  also  shows  that  when  the  crew 
started  South  its  composition  had  changed 
to  3  families  with  7  children,  11  unattached 
men  and  1  unattached  woman. 

Similar  fluctuations  are  disclosed  by  the 
records  of  many  of  the  371  crews  brought 
into  New  York  State  last  year  by  registered 
leaders. 


Statistically,  the  migrant  problem  is  a 
nightmare.  There  is  no  certainty  that  work¬ 
ers  who  have  stopped  in  more  than  one 
State  have  not  been  counted  more  than, 
once.  A  similar  uncertainty  exists  regard¬ 
ing  migrants  joining  and  leaving  crews  dur¬ 
ing  the  season. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  up  to  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  whole  migration  are  free  wheel¬ 
ers,  crews  and  families  who  travel  without 
work  agreements  with  farmers.  And  many 
crews  contract  with  farmers  outside  the 
annual  worker  plan. 

New  York  is  the  largest  user  of  migrant 
labor  among  the  Eastern  States,  having  em¬ 
ployed  last  year  some  31,500  southern 
Negroes  and  nearly  5,000  Puerto  Ricans.  Of 
the  Puerto  Ricans  1,144  were  under  contract 
and  the  rest  were  walk-ins  who  came  without 
work  assurances. 

CONNECTICUT  PLAN 

New  Jersey  reported  an  August  peak  of 
25,600  seasonal  farmworkers  last  year  but 
nearly  half  were  day  hauls,  workers  recruited 
at  dawn  shape-ups  from  the  Negro  and 
Puerto  Rican  neighborhoods  of  Philadelphia 
and  other  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jersey  cities 
and  returned  home  at  night.  The  New  Jer¬ 
sey  migrant  workers  last  year  included  3,000 
southern  Negroes  and  more  than  8,000 
Puerto  Ricans,  three-quarters  of  whom  came 
on  contract. 

Connecticut  differs  from  other  Eastern 
States  in  that  no  families  accompany  work¬ 
ers  going  there  under  formal  agreements,  al¬ 
though  some  walk-in  families  arrive.  Con¬ 
necticut  this  season  has  1,200  West  Indians 
and  1,350  Puerto  Ricans  in  addition  to  the 
2,250  southern  students. 

The  present  pattern  of  agricultural  migra¬ 
tion  is  a  post-World  War  II  development,  al¬ 
though  It  has  been  influenced  by  wartime 
and  prewar  economic  and  technological  de¬ 
velopments. 

A  major  factor  has  been /he  disappearance 
of  local  seasonal  labor  as  the  immigrant 
groups  that,  formerly  did  it  moved  up  the 
economic  ladder  into -industrial  and  white- 
collar  jobs. 

Nelson  Hopper,  ^rector  of  the  State  Farm 
Placement  Bureau  in  Rochester,  said: 

“Fifteen  years  ago  the  farmer,  his  family 
and  local  workers  did  90  percent  of  the  har¬ 
vest.  Now  they  handle  maybe  as  little  as 
25  percent  and  they  need  migrants  for  the 
rest.” 


TRANSACTION  OP  ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  following 
additional  routine  business  was  trans¬ 
acted: 


REPORT  OP  COMMITTEE  ON  ARMED 
'  SERVICES 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  following 
report  of  a  committee  was  submitted: 

By  Mr.  RUSSELL,  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  with  amendments : 

H.R.  5132.  An  act  to  amend  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  active  duty 
agreements  for  reserve  officers,  and  for  other 
purposes  (Rept.  No.  1935) . 


EXECUTIVE  REPORT  OP  A 
COMMITTEE 
As  in  executive  session. 

The  following  favorable  report  of  a 
nomination  was  submitted : 

By  Mr.  DODD,  from  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary : 

J.  Joseph  Smith,  of  Connecticut,  to  be 
U.S.  circuit  judge  for  the  second  circuit. 


AMENDMENT  OP  WAR  CLAIMS  ACT 

OP  1948  TO  PROVIDE  COMPENSA-, 

TION  FOR  CERTAIN  WORLD  WI 

II  LOSSES— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  P's  end 
to  the  desk,  and  ask  to  have  printed  and 
lie  on  the  table,  for  the  information  of 
Senators,  certain  amendments  to  the 
war  claims  bill,  H.R.  2485,  reported  yes¬ 
terday  from  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary.  This  is  an  Extremely  im¬ 
portant  bill,  Mr.  President.  It  deals 
with  American  war  damage  claims  which 
have  been  passed  over  for  more  than  14 
years  in  the  enactnfent  of  legislation  by 
the  Congress  foy  the  recognition  and 
payment  of  other  types  of  American  war 
losses.  My  amendments  are  designed  to 
improve  the/pill  in  the  following  par¬ 
ticulars: 

First,  V/Le  category  of  eligible  claim¬ 
ants  wojfld  be  broadened,  so  as  to  in¬ 
clude  individuals  who  are  American  citi¬ 
zens /m  the  date  of  the  bill’s  enactment 
intc/law. 

jecond,  provisions  for  the  payment  of 
le  claims  from  the  net  proceeds  of  for- 
rmer  enemy  vested  assets,  as  provided  for 
in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House, 
would  be  restored. 

Third,  among  the  types  of  claims  au¬ 
thorized  are  claims  for  the  removal  of 
American-owned  capital  and  other  in¬ 
dustrial  equipment  in  Germany  for 
reparation  purposes. 

Finally,  there  v/ould  be  added  pro¬ 
visions  authorizing  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  to  dispose  of  any  vested  properties 
that  may  be  affected  by  pending  litiga¬ 
tion,  with  full  safeguards  for  just  com¬ 
pensation  to  any  successful  litigant  in 
any  suit  brought  for  the  return  of  such 
properties. 

The  background  of  these  amendments 
and  the  problems  involved  in  them  are 
quite  fully  explained  in  the  supplemental 
views  attached  to  the  committee’s 
report  (S.  Rept.  1934) .  I  feel  very 
strongly  that  they  are  needed  in  order 
to  make  the  bill  a  fully  rounded  war 
claims  measure.  The  absence  from  the 
nil  of  the  provisions  found  in  the 
changes  I  am  recommending  is  ex¬ 
tremely  regrettable.  Although  H.R. 
2485\as  reported  from  the  committee,  is 
a  long,  overdue  recognition  of  the  im¬ 
portance,  of  the  war  claims  problem,  it 
is,  in  my  judgment,  seriously  defective  in 
the  areas  rfaave  indicated. 

We  can  ikv  longer  blind  ourselves  to 
the  need  for  immediate  action  in  the 
matter  of  theseNclaims,  but  neither  can 
we  turn  our  baAks  upon  the  proper 
handling  of  the  matter  by  making  a 
half-hearted  gesture's  proposed  in  the 
bill  as  it  comes  to  u\from  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  my  amendments  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received,  panted, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table;  and,  wtiiout 
objection,  the  amendments  wilDvbe 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

On  page  8,  line  8,  following  the  comma, 1 
insert  the  following:  “or  on  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  title  are”. 
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HOUSE  -  Aug.  31  (Continued' 

1,  FARM  PROGRAM,  Reps.  Madden  and  Levering  criticized  the  administration’s  farm 

program  record,  pp,  17482,  17486-7 

2,  FOOD  FOR  PEACE,  Rep.  Wolf  spoke  in  favor  of  a  food-for-peace  program  and  said  it 

was  originated  by  the  Democrats,  pp.  17543-4 

/  \ 

3.  PURCHASING^  INTEREST  RATES,  Rep,  Patman  criticized  the  administration’ position 

on  interest  rates  and  claimed  Government  agencies  are  fostering  big  business  at 
the  expense  of  small  business  by  their  purchasing  policies 9  pp,  17512-25 

HOUSE  -  Sept,  1 

4.  APPROPRIATIONS,  Reps,  Cannon  and  Taber  inserted  and  discussed  tables  on  appro - 
priatiors  in  comparison  with  estimates,  etc,  pp,  17586-91,,  1759  —3 


5.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Jensen  said  the  Democrats  refused  to  bring  up  a  farm  bi 

are  not  interested  in  farmers,  pp.  17593-4 

6.  SUGAR.  Several  Representatives  discussed  the  conferees’  deadlock  on  H., 

the  s\jgar  bill.  pp.  17598-602,  17606-8,  17609-11 


Ll  and 


13062, 


7.  DECENTRALIZATION.  Rep.  Reuss  requested  that  the  Government  Operations  Committee 

make  a  study  of  Government  policies  on  decentralization,  relocation,  and  disper¬ 
sal.  pp.  17619-21 

\ 

8.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The  Agriculture  Committee 'reported  -with 

amendment  H.  R.  12?20,  to  make  various  amendments  to  Public /law  480  (H.  Rept, 

2216).  p.  17622 


'9.  ADJOURNED  SINE  DIE. 
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SENATE  -  Aug.  31  (Contyhued) 


10.  SUGAR.  Passed  with  amendments 
17^364*3) .  The  bill  was  rep 
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H.  R.  13062,  to  amerid  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act 
ted  earlier  with  amendments  by  the  Finance  Com 
mittee  (S.  Rept.  19^0)  (p.  lTU^) .  By  a  vote  of/o2.  to  17,  agreed  to  an  amendment 
by  Sen.  Dirksen  which  was  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  Committee  bill 
(the  Dirksen  substitute  was  the  language  of  the  bill  as  passed) .  Sen.  Dirksen 
explained  that  his  substitute  billv  "would  simply  extend  the  act  from  Mar.  31* 
until  Dec.  31,  of  1961,  and...  would  give  the  President  the  additional  power  that 
he  is  not  forced  to  purchase  from  th\  Dominican  Republic”  (pp.  17^36-U3). 


11.  FARM  LABOR.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  12759,  to  extend  the  Mexican  farm  labor 

program  for  6  months,  until  Dec.  31,  196l  (pp.  17U13-9).  The  House  concurred  in 
the  Senate  amendment  to  this  bill  (pp.  17557-8).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President. 
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PUBLIC  LANDS.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment/ to  Sc  2757,  to  supplement  the  act 
of  June  lb,  1926,  so  as  to  permit  any  State  to  acquire  certain  public  lands  for 
recreational  use.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  toXthe  President,  pp.  17U20-1 

Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  3212 X  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  tJ 
Interior  and  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  convey  certain  public  lana 
in  Nevada  to  Mineral,  Nevada.  This  bill  will  now  be'  sent  to  the  President,  p. 
17UH8 

Concurred  in  the  Hpuse  amendment  to  S.  3267,  to  airi^ndthe  act  of  Oct.  17, 
19h0,  relating  to  the  disposition  of  certain  public  landK  in  Alaska.  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  17U51 

-3.  RECLAMATION.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  2195,  to  authorize  the  Dalles 
reclamation  project,  and  S.  1092,  to  authorize  the  Cheney  reclamation  project. 
These  bills  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  17h5l 

ill.  PERSONNEL;  TOBACCO.  Passed  with  amendments  H.R,  I4.38I4.,  relating  to  the  importation 
of  certain  articles  for  religious  purposes  (pp.  17U21-33,  17^33-U,  V&51-2).  By 
a  vote  of  50  to  32,  agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Clark  to  authorize  the  Federal 
Government  to  withhold  amounts  due  for  city  wage  taxes  from  wage  and  salary  pay¬ 
ments  to  Federal  employees  working  at  Federal  installations  in  cities  wS,th  more 
than  75,000  inhabitants  in  which  such  taxes  are  imposed  (excluding  employees  whc 
do  not  reside  in  the  State  in  which  the  city  which  levies  the  tax  is  located) 

(pp.  17ij.21-33).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Cooper  to  limit  imports  of 
certain  Philippine  tobaccos  that  may  be  charged  to  the  U.  S.  duty-free  quota 
those  tobacco  exports  licensed  by  the  Philippine  Government  (pp.  17i;33~li). 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  c^ference  report  on  erfat^^Both011 

bill.  House  passed  bill  to  increas/ price  support^on  milk  and  outterf  . 

Houses  passed  bill  authorizing  foreign  aid  for  Latm\\merica. 
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*  SENATE 


1.  FARM  PROGRAM,  d.  Young,  Ohio,  criticized  the  admnistrationV™0^- 
record  ard.  spofe  in  favor  of  a  food-f  or~peac_e  program,  pp-  VWJ  b 
Sen,.  Pr/xmire  inserted  and  commended  a  speech  by  Norman  Clapp 

farffi  SSXitf  Jl^favor  of  flexible  additiV 

and  use /&  surpluses  in  foreign  aid.  pp,  17307-8  .  .  „Land  Wocd\and 

Jn7  Symington  and  others  commended  Sen.  Kerr  s  book,  Lan  ,  A 

Wateyft*  pp»  17218-9 


2.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Javits  submitted  an  amendment  which  he  intended  to  propos 
H.  R.  12759,  the  Mexican  farm  labor  bills  PP» 

3/4 ARM  LOANS.  Sen.  Allott. spoke  in  favor  of  codifying  and  simplifying  Farmei t» 

Home  Administration  legislation,  p.  p^Ob  mortSaze  market  and  inserted  a 

Sen,  Sparkman  spoke  in  favor  of  a  national 

w  TV.  Kurt  Flexner  on  this  subject.  PP*  Xf 


FOREST  FIRES.  Sen.  Mansfield  spoke  on  the  forest-fire  problem  and  said  the 
Budget  Bureau  is  willing 'to  spend  millions  to  put  the  fires  out... while  it  ci 
audget  requests  to  strengthen  fire  prevention."  pp.  17207-8 


5.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7810,  to  credit  periods  of  internment 
during  World  War  II  to  certain  Federal  employees  of  Japanese  ancestry  for  pur¬ 
pose  s'of  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  and  the  Annual  andSick  Leave/Act .  The 
bill  ha*4  been  reported  without  amendment  earlier  in  the  day  by  the  Post  Office 
and  CiviV Service  Committee  (s.  Rept.  1936),  This  bill  will  now  be/sent  to  the 
President X  pp.  17189,  17308 

Sen.  Byrd,  Va«,  inserted  the  report  of  the  Joint  Committee  j6d.  Reduction  of 
Nonessential 'S^deral  Expenditures  on  personnel  and  pay  for  Jwnpr and  July  I960, 
pp.  17189-93 

Passed  witlWt  amendment  H,  R,  12458,  to  increase  from/$225,000  to  $300,000 
annually  the  authorization  for  appropriations  to  the  Presidents  Committee  on 
Employment  of  the  Physically  Handicapped.  This  bill  wil/  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  17299v300 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  12383,  to  amend  tjrfe  Federal  Employees  Com¬ 
pensation  Act  so  as  to  increase  various  benefits  in /view  of  the  increase  in  the 
cost  of  living,  etc,  Thi^bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Preside nb,  p,  17235 


6.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Sen.  J ohns on\inser ted  a  table 
current  session  compared  with\he  budget  esti 


lowing  the  appropriations  for  the 
ate  s .  p.  1732  p 


7.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Sen.  Kennedy  ar*3k  others  d^cussed  the  conferees’  deadlock  on 
H.  R.  12677,  to  increase  the  coverage  of /the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  and  in¬ 
crease  the  minimum  wage.  pp.  17269-^3 


8.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  Agreed  to  the  Hojfsdsamendmenb  to  S,  3533,  to  protect  farm 
and  ranch  operators  making  certairyland-\se  changes  under  the  Great  Plains  con¬ 
servation  program  or  the  conservation  reserve  program  against  loss  of  acreage 
allotments.  The  House  amendment  was  to  adchthe  provision  regarding  the  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  program.  This  b^LL  will  now  be\:enb  to  the  President,  pp. 

17298-9 


9.  HEALTH  RESEARCH.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  I934I,  to  authorize  grants  to 
public  or  non-profit  institutions  to  strengthen  their  programs  of  research  and("~ 
research  training  in  sciences  related  to  health.  TlHs  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President,  p.  17300 


10.  EXTENSION  WORK. 
State  Extensioi 


Stennis  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  3671,\which  would  authorize 
'Services  to  use  GSA  supply  schedules  amNstores.  pp.  17316-7 


*  HOUSE 


11. 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Both  Houses  agree\l  to  the  con¬ 
ference/report  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  13161,  and  acted  oa  amendment^  in  disagree¬ 
ment  ./ This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  (pp.  17332-50V  17283-94) 
As  agreed  to,  the  bill  includes  the  following  items;  Provides  $237)n500  for 
th/;  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  for  agricultural  market  development  amd  trade 
^dpport  activities  ($137,500  by  direct  appropriation  and  $100,000  by  transfer 
from  funds  appropriated  under  Section  32  of  the  Act  of  August  24,  1935,  \s 
compared  with  the  budget  estimate  of  $330,000  and  $170,000,  respectively)^ 
Provides  $650,000  (instead  of  $1,300,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate)  for  the'* 
special  foreign  currency  program  for  the  purchase  of  rupees  to  enable  U.  S 


1960 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  17199 


Resowed,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate 
that  in  the  administration  of  section  414  of 
the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1954,  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  State  shall  take  such  action 
as  may  be  necessary  to  restrict  the  importa¬ 
tion  or  reimportation  into  the  United  States 
\ther  than  for  use  by  the  Armed  Forces  of 
thVtJnited  States)  for  resale  of  surplus  rifles 
originally  manufactured  for  the  armed  forces 
of  anVcountry,  or  parts  thereof  for  reassem¬ 
bly,  except  those  which  are  curios  or  an¬ 
tiques  oiC  weapons  of  obsolete  ignition  in¬ 
capable  Mousing  a  fixed  cartridge  or  fixed 
shotgun  sheU. 


ASSISTANCeVo  IN STITUTION S  OP 

HIGHER  LEARNING,  INCLUDING 

JUNIOR  AND  NCOMMUNITY  COL¬ 
LEGES  \ 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 

I  submit,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
resolution  sponsored  by \nore  than  20 
Senators,  including  13  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 
The  resolution  is  on  the  subject  of  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  in  the  field  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation.  It  requests  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  re¬ 
view  and  survey  various  forms  of 'po¬ 
tential  Federal  assistance  for  encourag¬ 
ing  and  helping  institutions  of  higher 
education,  including  junior  and  com-\ 
munity  colleges,  to  meet  their  critical 
needs,  and  also  to  help  students  finance 
their  education. 

Mr.  President,  a  number  of  bills  on 
this  subject  are  pending  in  the  Educa¬ 
tion  Subcommittee.  But  due  to  the  well- 
known  bogdown  of  procedure  in  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare, 
because  of  the  fight  over  the  common 
situs  picketing  bills,  it  has  not  been  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  committee  to  bring  up  these 
aid-to-education  bills.  They  include  the 
bill,  sponsored  by  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader,  to  provide  a  guaranteed 
loan  fund  to  enable  students  to  go  to  col¬ 
lege;  Senate  bill  3776,  introduced  by  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark] 
and  myself,  to  lend  funds  and  make 
grants  to  colleges,  to  assist  them  in  / 
building  additional  classrooms;  threpr 
bills,  introduced  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case],  to  lend  fund/ to 
junior  colleges,  to  assist  them  har  the 
building  of  additional  classrooms  andt 
teaching  facilities;  and  also  a/ bill  to 
help  the  States  survey  their  oollege  fa¬ 
cilities.  / 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  We  shall  have 
1  million  more  college  sUments  by  1964 
than  the  present  3%  million,  due  to  the 
fact  that  the  children /i  the  veterans  of 
World  War  II  will  be  old  enough  then 
to  go  to  college,  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  who  how  is  on 
the  floor,  has  /successfully  sponsored 
measures  to  provide  Federal  funds  to 
assist  in  theybuilding  of  college  dormi¬ 
tories,  alth/ugh  up  to  this  time  such 
funds  haye  not  been  provided. 

But  now  the  American  Council  on 
Education,  which  heretofore  has  pro¬ 
posed/hat  such  Federal  aid  be  restricted 
to  frmds  and  grants  for  the  building  of 
co/ege  dormitories,  is  joining  in  the  re¬ 
quests  that  Federal  funds  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  construction  of  additional 
classrooms. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
letter  from  the  American  Council  on 


Education  and  an  attached  memoran¬ 
dum  entitled  “Comments  on  the  Pro¬ 
posed  Omnibus  Bill  in  the  Light  of  the 
Most  Serious  General  Needs  of  Higher 
Education.”  The  memorandum  com¬ 
mences  with  the  following  statement 
of  principles  and  priorities,  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Relationships  of  Higher  Edu¬ 
cation  to  the  Federal  Government,  of 
the  American  Council  on  Education: 

Statement  op  Principles  and  Priorities 

It  is  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the 
Committee  that  the  priority  needs  of  higher 
education  among  items  of  legislation  now 
being  considered  by  the  Congress  are  as 
follows : 

1.  Continuation  of  the  College  housing 
loan  program  with  adequate  funds  to  meet 
the  urgent  need  for  additional  dormitories 
and  related  facilities. 

2.  Legislation  to  make  available  long-term, 

low-interest  loans  or  matching  grants,  at 
the  option  of  the  institution,  to  facilitate 
the  expansion  of  academic  facilities  such  as 
classroom  buildings,  laboratories,  and 
libraries.  / 

3.  Further  measures  designed  to  expand 

educational  opportunity  through  aid/ to 
students  in  financing  their  higher  educa¬ 
tion.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  the  memorandum  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

V  American  Council  on  Eqpcation, 

\  Washington,  D.C.,  Avgust  22,  1960. 
Ho!\.  Ralph  W.  Yarboroug/, 

U.SrQenate,  Washington,  I). C. 

Dea)i  Senator  Yarborough:  It  is  a  pleasure 
to  express  to  you  on  hMialf  of  the  American 
Council  On  Education  our  gratitude  for  the 
excellent  presentatfon  concerning  the  pro¬ 
posed  omnibus  bUf  in  support  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation  which  yojtt  made  last  Thursday  to  our 
Committee  onJRelationships  of  Higher  Edu¬ 
cation  to  thjf  FWeral  Government.  Subse¬ 
quently  thar  comnu ttee  heard  a  frank  and 
informative  statement  from  Secretary  Flem¬ 
ming  or/the  same  subject,  and  then  after 
full  dhreussion,  authored  a  statement  in¬ 
cluding  comments  on  the  various  proposals 
embodied  in  the  bill.  A  copy  is  enclosed  for 
yarn  information.  The  cominittee  hopes  that 
this  statement  will  assist  yot  and  Secretary 
■Flemming  in  agreeing  on  the  {no visions  of  a 
bill  on  which  immediate  actionVill  be  possi¬ 
ble  with  bipartisan  support.  \ 

Sincerely  yours,  \ 

Raymond  F.  Howbb, 

Acting  Chief  Executive, 


Comments  on  the  Proposed  Omnibus  Bu.l 

in  the  Light  of  the  Most  Serious  Gent 

eral  Needs  of  Higher  Education  ' 

(By  the  Committee  on  Relationships  of 
Higher  Education) 

STATEMENT  OF  PRINCIPLES  AND  PRIORITIES 

It  is  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the 
committee  that  the  priority  needs  of  higher 
education  among  items  of  legislation  now 
being  considered  by  the  Congress  are  as 
follows : 

1.  Continuation  of  the  college  housing 
loan  program  with  adequate  funds  to  meet 
the  urgent  need  for  additional  dormitories 
and  related  facilities. 

2.  Legislation  to  make  available  long¬ 
term,  low-interest  loans  or  matching  grants, 
at  the  option  of  the  institution,  to  facili¬ 
tate  the  expansion  of  academic  facilities 
such  as  classroom  buildings,  laboratories, 
and  libraries. 

3.  Further  measures  designed  to  expand 
educational  opportunity  through  aid  to 
students  in  financing  their  higher  education. 

COMMENTS  ON  PROPOSED  OMNIBUS  BILL 

The  committee  has  been  invited  to  pre¬ 
sent  its  views  on  the  proposed  "Omnibus 
bill  in  support  of  higher  education."  .  The 


six  items  included  in  this  legislation,  as 
described  by  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Education  in  a  news  release  dat^d  July  L, 
together  with  our  comments,  artyiis  follows: 

1.  A  guarantee  loan  program:  for  college 

students  similar  to  a  proposal  introduced 
by  Senator  Lyndon  Johnson  in  his  bill 
S.  2710.  / 

Comment:  “With  the  r/ing  cost  of  higher 
education,  there  is  expanding  need  for  vari¬ 
ous  types  of  student  /assistance.  We  have 
been  gratified  at  tha/success  of  the  fellow¬ 
ships  provided  by  several  government  agen¬ 
cies,  particularly/  the  National  Science 
Foundation  un/r  its  general  authority  and 
the  U.S.  Office/of  Education  under  the  Na¬ 
tional  Defenag  Education  Act.  We  are  also 
pleased  witii  the  success  of  the  student 
loan  fund /under  the  National  Defense  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  and  strongly  recommend  that 
adequate  funds  to  continue  this  program 
at  a  ltfvel  to  meet  demonstrable  need  be  ap¬ 
propriated  during  this  session  of  Congress. 
A  guarantee  loan  program  such  as  is  pro¬ 
pped  in  S.  2710  would  be  a  useful  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  other  Federal  programs  now  in 
' effect,  although  it  still  would  not  meet  the 
total  needs  of  students  in  our  colleges  and 
universities.” 

2.  Provision  for  $2.5  million  for  statewide 
Inventories  of  existing  college  facilities  and 
survey  of  the  need  for  additional  facilities. 
This  is  similar  to  a  proposal  contained  in 
S.  878,  introduced  by  Senator  Case  of  New 
Jersey. 

Comment:  "A  number  of  States,  including 
most  of  the  larger  ones  where  major  plan¬ 
ning  problems  exist,  are  well  advanced  in 
their  inventories  of  present  facilities  and 
their  studies  of  projected  needs.  A  na¬ 
tional  survey  of  these  needs  has  also  been 
made  by  the  U.S.  Office  of  Education.  How¬ 
ever,  some  States  have  not  as  yet  done  all 
that  could  be  desired  In  this  area,  and  if 
the  program  of  assistance  here  suggested, 
can  be  so  designed  as  to  apply  particularly 
to  their  needs,  it  would  certainly  strengthen 
the  Nation’s  total  planning  program  for 
higher  education.” 

3.  A  combined  loan-guarantee  and  debt- 
retirement  assistance  program,  including  the 
earmarking  of  $50  million  for  junior  colleges. 

Comment:  “We  oppose  that  part  of  this 
legislation  (the  administration’s  S.  1017) 
which  would  replace  the  college  housing 
loan  program.  We  believe,  however,  that 
this  program,  as  amended  by  Secretary  Ar¬ 
thur  S.  Flemming  in  his  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Education, 
would  provide  useful  assistance  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  academic  buildings  as  one  of 
several  optional  approaches  to  the  problem.” 

4.  A  $100  million  grant  program  for  con¬ 
struction  of  academic  and  other  college  and 
university  facilities,  with  Federal  grants  to 
be  matched  by  the  institutions,  and  $15  mil¬ 
lion  earmarked  for  junior  colleges.  These 

Wo  proposals  (items  3  and  4)  include  pro¬ 
grams  sponsored  by  the  administration  in  its 
boL  S.  1017;  S.  3776,  introduced  by  Senators 
Joshph  S.  Clark  and  Ralph  W.  Yarborough; 
and  S.  879,  introduced  by  Senator  Case  of 
New  Jersey. 

Comment:  “Since  neither  a  grant  nor  a 
loan  program  meets  the  needs  of  all  insti¬ 
tutions,  weSstrongly  favor  legislation  which 
makes  both  sypes  of  assistance  available  in 
accordance  wusih  institutional  option,  as  is 
provided  in  S.\776.  While  the  suggested 
amount  of  $100  million  is  obviously  inade¬ 
quate  to  meet  the^total  or  even  the  imme¬ 
diate  need,  it  woulckbe  sufficient  to  launch 
this  dual  program  on>an  experimental  basis. 

“In  the  event  that  \he  Senate  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Education  believes  the  inclusion 
of  a  program  involving  ^matching  grants 
would  make  the  passage  of  she  omnibus  bill 
as  a  whole  impossible  during  the  present 
session  of  Congress,  we  recommend  as  an 
absolute  minimum  that  CongresX  direct  wie 
Department  of  Health,  Education, Nand  Wel¬ 
fare  to  prepare  a  detailed  report  o\  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  this  type  for  submission  to  t  Ae  a/tn 
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Congress  not  later  than  February  15,  1961.” 

5.  a\i00  million  Federal  grant  program 
for  construction  of  medical  and  dental 
teaching  Sacilities.  This  is  similar  to  the 
administration's  proposal  contained  in  S. 
3680,  introduced  by  Senators  Jacob  Javits 
and  Case  of  Niw  Jersey,  and  others. 

Comment:  “iK recognition  of  the  long  es¬ 
tablished  and  critical  need  for  facilities  in 
medical  and  dental  teaching,  we  endorse 
legislation  of  the  wpe  represented  in  S. 
3680.”  \ 

6.  Extension  of  lending  authority  in  the 

present  college  housing  program  to  provide 
$250  million  in  loan  fundV  for  the  current 
backlog  of  applications.  TEUs  is  similar  to 
the  proposal  presented  by  Secretary  Flem¬ 
ming  before  the  subcommittee\on  June  13, 
1960.  \ 

Comment:  “The  council  stands  ^rmly  be¬ 
hind  the  present  college  housing  loan  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  previous  recommendation  of 
$500  million  in  additional  authorization 
which  is  included  in  the  general  housing 
bill  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  in  the  general 
housing  bill  voted  out  by  the  House  Comity 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency  and  now 
under  consideration  by  the  Rules  Committee. 
In  this  stand  the  council  has  the  almost 
unanimous  support  of  institutions  of  higher 
learning  and  of  the  organizations  represent¬ 
ing  them.  Consequently,  the  committee 
would  endorse  the  above  proposal  only  in 
the  event  that  enactment  of  a  housing  bill 
at  this  session  of  Congress  should  become 
impossible,  and  that  the  reduced  amount  of 
authorization  in  this  proposal  should  not 
be  considered  as  terminal. 

‘‘Specifically,  then,  the  committee  strongly 
recommends  that  the  following  two  provisos 
be  included  in  the  draft  of  the  proposed 
omnibus  bill: 

“(a)  That  such  an  additional  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  housing  shall  not  in  arty  sense  be 
considered  a  terminal  authorization  for  the 
college  housing  loan  program,  and 

*‘(b)  That  the  provision  shall  be  of  no 
effect  if  additional  authorization  of  funds  is 
made  for  the  college  housing  loan  program 
at  this  session  of  the  Congress  through  a 
general  housing  bill.” 

Members  of  the  committee  extend  the 
appreciation  of  the  colleges  and  universities 
of  this  country  to  those  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress,  of  both  parties,  who  by  such  proposals 
as  the  omnibus  bill  in  support  of  higher 
education  give  evidence  of  their  enlightened 
concern  for  the  future  of  American  educa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  a 
letter  from  Arthur  S.  Flemming,  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
addressed  to  the  Senator  from  Montana/ 
[Mr.  Murray],  endorsing  the  principles 
of  this  resolution.  This  is  a  bipartisan 
effort  to  aid  higher  education  in  America. 

There  being  no  objection,  the/letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the/RECORD, 
as  follows:  / 

Department  op 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

Au/ust  30,  1960. 
Hon.  James  E.  Murray,  / 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Education, 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Murray:  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Education  Subcommittee 
of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare  is  giving  consideration  to  a 
Senate  resolution  which  would  request  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  “review  syd.  survey  various  forms  of  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  for  encouraging  and  helping 
institutions  of  higher  education”  and  to  sub¬ 
mit  the/results  of  such  review  and  survey 


to  the  Congress  not  later  than  February 
15,  1961,  together  with  such  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  legislation  as  he  might  deem  to  be 
appropriate. 

The  proposed  resolution  would  put  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  on  record  as 
initiating  and  supporting  a  thorough  re¬ 
view  and  survey  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  of  the  sev¬ 
eral  forms  of  Federal  assistance  which  might 
be  utilized  to  assist  institutions  of  higher 
education,  including  junior  and  community 
colleges,  to  meet  their  critical  needs. 

I  have  repeatedly  emphasized  the  need  for 
addressing  ourselves  to  the  problems  of  in¬ 
stitutions  of  higher  education.  By  the  fall 
of  1964  a  million  more  students  will  seek 
admission  to  institutions  of  higher  learning. 
Every  effort  must  be  made  to  assure  that 
places  are  available  for  them  and  that  in¬ 
struction  of  undiminished  quality  is  made 
available  to  them.  Legislative  proposals  rec¬ 
ommended  by  this  administration  for  various 
forms  of  Federal  assistance  in  the  field  of 
higher  education  have  indicated  our  aware¬ 
ness  of  these  problems.  The  review  and  sur¬ 
vey  proposed  by  the  resolution  would,  in 
Iny  judgment,  give  impetus  to  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  financial  assistance  for  higher 
institutions. 

\  Sincerely  yours, 

\  Arthur  S.  Flemming, 

\  Secretary. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  'The 
resolution  ^ill  be  received  and  approV 
priately  referred.  / 

The  resolut^n  (S.  Res.  388)  favoorng 
a  survey  lookingvto  Federal  aid  for  insti¬ 
tutions  of  highemtearning,  submitted  by 
Mr.  Yarborough  (W  himself  a*M  Sen¬ 
ators  Hill,  Murray,  rennedy,  McNamara, 
Morse,  Clark,  Randolph,  Williams  of 
New  Jersey,  Burdick,  CStSE/of  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  Javits,  Prouty,  HarV  Gore,  Prox- 
mire,  Anderson,  Mansfield,  Kuchel, 
Byrd  of  West  Virginia,  Carroll,  and 
Engle,  was  received  smd  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Labmrand  PubliuWelfare, 
as  follows:  /  \ 

Whereas  one  million  additional  students 
are  expected  to  yfroll  in  institutions  of  High¬ 
er  education  by  the  fall  of  1964;  and  \ 

Whereas  the  accommodation  of  these  a  ay 
ditional  students  without  diminution  of  the1 
quality  oEnistruction  or  impairment  of  edu¬ 
cational  .Opportunity  will  require  broad  and 
effective  planning  and  action  on  the  part 
of  the  institutions  and  greatly  increased 
supabrt  on  the  part  of  all  Individuals  and 
oimnizations,  public  and  private,  concerned 
vnth  higher  education;  and 
/  Whereas  strong  and  effective  institutions 
of  higher  learning  and  opportunities  for  all 
qualified  youths  to  secure  a  higher  educa¬ 
tion  are  essential  to  the  well-being  and  con¬ 
tinued  progress  of  this  Nation:  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  requests  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  review  and  survey  various  forms  of  po¬ 
tential  Federal  assistance  for  encouraging 
and  helping  institutions  of  higher  educa¬ 
tion,  including  junior  and  community  col¬ 
leges,  to  meet  their  critical  needs,  giving 
particular  consideration  to  the  desirability 
and  feasibility  of  Federal  assistance  to  help 
States  assess  their  needs  in  higher  educa¬ 
tion  and  develop  plans  for  meeting  them, 
of  Federal  loan  and  matching  grant  assist¬ 
ance  in  the  construction  of  classrooms  and 
related  physical  facilities,  and  matching 
grants  to  help  construct  medical,  dental, 
osteopathic,  and  public  health  teaching  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  of  Federal  assistance,  including 
student  loan  insurance,  which  will  broaden 
the  opportunity  of  qualified  students  to  ob¬ 
tain  a  higher  education. 


Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  is  requested  to  consult 
with  persons  and  groups  broadly  represent¬ 
ative  of  American  higher  education  in  mak¬ 
ing  his  review  and  survey,  and  to  submiy 
the  results  of  such  review  and  survey  to 
the  37th  Congress  not  later  than  Febrmny 
15,  1961,  together  with  recommendations 
for  such  legislation  as  he  deems  to  be  ap¬ 
propriate.  / 

Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  wish  to  commend  the  innior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  on  the  submission  of  a 
resolution  in  regard  to  a  ltfigher  educa¬ 
tion  study  which  he  has  presented  on  be¬ 
half  of  himself  and  a'  number  of  our 
colleagues,  including  Jme  senior  Senator 
from  New  Jersey.  / 

The  problem  oy  higher  education  is 
one  with  which  we  are  all  concerned,  one 
which  has  many  ramifications,  and  one 
that  many  ohms  have  made  many  sug¬ 
gestions  in  regard  to  handling. 

Unfortunately,  time  ran  on  so  quickly 
during  the  session  that  it  was  impossible 
for  our/Subcommittee  on  Education  to 
take  definitive  action  on  the  many  pro¬ 
posal  that  were  made  before  us,  but,  as 
thy  Senator  from  Texas  has  said,  we 
have  been  working  not  only  closely  with 
/each  other,  but  also  closely  with  Secre¬ 
tary  Flemming.  As  he  also  said,  the  res¬ 
olution  for  the  study  and  the  report  to 
be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  is  a  subject  on 
which  the  Department  is  fully  agreed, 
and  all  Members  who  have  signed  the 
resolution  on  a  bipartisan  basis  are  also 
agreed. 

I  hope  that  much  good  will  come  of 
it,  I  believe  this  effort  is  additional  evi¬ 
dence  that  with  respect  to  this  great 
problem  we  are  not  acting  in  a  partisan 
or  narrow  way,  but  Senators  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  who  are  deeply  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  service  of  education  have 
joined  and  will  continue  to  join  in  seek¬ 
ing  the  legislation  proposed. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  these  re¬ 
marks  be  placed  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  Texas 
swhich  he  made  when  he  submitted  his 
resolution. 

Vhe  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With- 
outSpbjection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AMENDMENT  OF  TITLE  V  OF  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949— AMEND¬ 
MENT 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
an  amendment,  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  me,  to  House  bill  12759,  the  so-called 
Mexican  labor  bill,  and  ask  that  the 
amendment  be  printed,  under  the  rule, 
together  with  an  explanation  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
lie  on  the  table;  and,  without  objection, 
the  amendment  and  explanation  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  and  explanation  are 
as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  a  new  section  as 
follows : 

"Sec.  2.  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (6),  and  inserting  a  semicolon  in 
lieu  thereof;  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of 
such  section  a  new  paragraph  as  follows; 
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‘“(7)  to  establish  specific  criteria  lor 
Judging  whether  the  employment  of  Mexi¬ 
can  agricultural  workers  in  the  United 
States  is  adversely  affecting  or  will  adversely 
affect  the  wages,  working  conditions,  or  em¬ 
ployment  opportunities  of  domestic  workers 
similarly  employed.  Such  criteria  shall  in¬ 
clude  but  shall  not  be  limited  to  (a)  failure 
of  wages  and  earnings  in  activities  and  areas 
using  Mexicans  to  advance  with  wage  in¬ 
creases  generally;  (b)  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  Mexican  employment  trends  and  wage 
trends  In  areas  using  Mexican  workers;  (c) 
differences  in  wage  and  earning  levels  of 
workers  on  farms  using  Mexican  labor  com¬ 
pared  with  nonusers.’  ” 

Explanation  op  Amendment 

Title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
prohibits  the  Secretary  of  Labor  from  mak¬ 
ing  Mexican  workers  available  for  employ¬ 
ment  in  agricultural  activities  in  the  United 
States  unless  he  determines  and  certifies 
that  their  employment  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions  of 
domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  em¬ 
ployed.  In  its  present  form,  title  V  con¬ 
tains  no  standards  to  guide  the  Secretary 
in  the  development  of  appropriate  measures 
to  carry  out  his  statutory  responsibilities. 
All  efforts  by  the  Secretary  to  establish 
reasonable  standards  have  been  resisted 
both  in  and  out  of  the  courts. 

If  this  provision,  designed  to  protect  do¬ 
mestic  workers,  is  to  be  meaningful,  it  would 
seem  necessary  and  appropriate,  in  the  light 
of  the  controversies  which  surround  the 
Secretary  of  Labor’s  effort  to  apply  reason¬ 
able  tests,  for  the  Congress  to  provide  in  the 
law  some  criteria  against  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  can  carry  out  his  statutory  respon¬ 
sibility  to  assure  that  the  use  of  Mexican 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages, 
working  conditions  and  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  our  own  workers. 

This  amendment  provides  a  few  minimum 
statutory  guidelines.  To  this  end,  clause 
(a)  requires  the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  mak¬ 
ing  a  determination  as  to  whether  he  can 
certify  that  the  employment  of  any  Mexican 
agricultural  workers  in  any  area  would  not 
adversely  affect  the  wages,  working  condi¬ 
tions  and  employment  opportunities  of  our 
own  agricultural  workers,  to  examine 
whether  the  wages  and  earnings  of  workers 
in  the  activities  and  areas  that  use  Mexican 
workers  have  risen  correspondingly  with 
wage  increases  generally. 

Clause  (b)  is  designed  to  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  to  examine  and  consider  in 
connection  with  his  certification  whether 
the  number  of  Mexican  workers  in  the  area 
involved  have  increased  progressively  and 
whether  there  has  been  in  the  same  area  a 
downward  trend  in  wage  rates. 

The  criterion  provided  for  under  clause 
(c)  would  require  a  comparison  of  wages 
and  earning  levels  of  workers  on  farms  using 
Mexican  labor  with  the  wages  and  earning 
levels  of  domestic  workers  employed  on 
farms  that  use  no  Mexican  workers. 


AUTHORIZATION  J&OR  COMMITTEE 
ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 
TO  PILE  REPORTS  SUBSEQUENT 
TO  ADJOI 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  our  Government  Operations,  on 
its  ownAoehalf  or  on  behalf  of  its  sub¬ 
committees,  be  authorized  to  file  reports 
witln/he  Secretary  of  the  Senate  during 
thy  adjournment  sine  die  of  the  86th 
jress,  2d  session,  and  that  they  be 
printed. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore. 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRANSPORTATION  BY  AIR  OF  MAIL 
NOT  BEARING  AIR  MAIL  POSTAGE 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina- 
Mr.  President,  it  is  evident  now  that  the 
press  of  other  legislative  business  very 
likely  will  prevent  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  from 
reporting  H.R.  12595,  the  bill  to  halt  the 
transportation  by  air  of  mail  not  bearing 
air  mail  postage. 

In  a  letter  to  the  Postmaster  General 
on  July  20,  1960,  Comptroller  General 
Joseph  Campbell  suggested  that  there  be 
no  expansion  of  the  airlift  “during  the 
balance  of  the  2d  Session  of  the  86th 
Congress  in  order  that  the  Senate  may 
have  an  opportunity  to  consider  H.R. 
12595.” 

In  my  opinion,  it  is  of  no  practical  sig¬ 
nificance  whether  or  not  the  Senate 
actually  considers  H.R.  12595  in  the 
present  session.  The  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  July  2,  1960,  passed  the  bill 
prohibiting  the  transportation  of  first 
class  mail  by  air  unless  air  mail  postage; 
at  the  7-cent  rate  has  been  paid, 
action  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
very  effectively  should  eliminate  the/im- 
plied  legislative  approval”  mentioned  in 
.the  U.S.  court  of  appeals  decjeion  on 
ecember  12,  1955,  when  on  the  basis  of 
s?»ch  implied  approval,  it  wa/ound  that 
the^irlift  operation  was  le 

Evyn  though  no  action /hay  be  taken 
in  thXsenate  because  of  the  time  ele¬ 
ment,  irsis  my  considered  judgment  that 
the  actiorfcnf  the  House  dearly  eliminates 
any  conceWable  id/a  of  Congressional 
consent  to  tlds  oMration,  and  the  Post¬ 
master  Generedis  hereby  put  on  notice 
that  there  is  nrXmger  any  Congressional 
consent  either  implied  or  otherwise. 
Accordingly? hi  the  future,  the  Post¬ 
master  General  should  respect  the 
wishes  of'Congress  inVus  matter. 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI- 
liES,  ETC.,  PRINTED^  IN  THE 
^APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanirrJ^us  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  tn^ Ap¬ 
pendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  EASTLAND; 

Editorial  entitled  "Facade  for  the  Jungle? 
published  in  the  Wall  Street  Journal  on 
August  31,  1960. 

By  Mr.  WILEY: 

Editorial  entitled  "Time  To  Summon 
Courage,  Face  It;  It’s  a  Testing  Period  for 
Freeman,"  published  in  the  La  Crosse  (Wis.) 
Sunday  Tribune  of  August  28,  1960. 

By  Mr.  THURMOND: 

.  Article  entitled  "Pakistan  Perspective," 
written  by  Mohammed  Ayub  Khan,  Presi¬ 
dent  of  Pakistan. 

By  Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota: 

Article  entitled  “Penmanship  Group 
Meeting  Here  Backs  North  Dakota  Action,” 
published  in  the  Bedford  (Pa.)  Inquirer  of 
August  19,  1960,  dealing  with  emphasis  on 
penmanship  and  spelling  in  school. 

By  Mr.  FULBRIGHT: 

Telegram  to  him  from  Edgar  C.  Bundy, 
general  chairman,  Church  League  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  August  26,  1960. 

By  Mr.  BUSH: 

Summary  of  information  presented  to  the 
U.S.  Tariff  Commission  and  the  Committee 
for  Reciprocity  Information  by  the  Shears, 
Scissors,  and  Manicure  Implement  Manu¬ 
facturers  Association. 


By  Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey: 

Article  entitled  "Drugs  for  Korea, ’Vwi-it- 
ten  by  Mrs.  Adele  H.  Stern  and  published  in 
the  Bergen  (N.J.)  Evening  Record  fit  March 
26,  1960. 

Letter  written  by  him,  addressed  to  Prof. 
Lev  E.  Dobriansky,  chairman  of  the  Ukrain¬ 
ian  Congress  Committee  of  Arfferica,  Inc.,  re¬ 
lating  to  the  20th  anniversa^r  of  the  found¬ 
ing  of  that  committee. 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSC 
Editorial  entitled  "A/  Alarming  Paradox," 
printed  in  the  Jun<yq960  issue  of  Marine 
Engineering  Log,  doling  with  the  decline 
in  carriage  by  American  shipping  of  Amer¬ 
ica’s  foreign  trac/ 

Resolutions  by  merchant  marine  commit¬ 
tee,  department  of  New  York,  American  Le¬ 
gion,  adopteaf  at  Buffalo,  N.Y.,  on  August  25, 
1960. 

Bj^Klr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey: 
Editorials  from  Bergen  (N.J.)  Evening 
Record?  of  Hackensack,  N.J.,  of  August  29, 
1960/  and  Passaic  Herald  News,  Passaic, 
N..L?  of  the  same  date,  relating  to  the  sub- 
of  highways  and  planning. 


ROUTINE  MORNING  BUSINESS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  shall  now  have  the  usual  morn¬ 
ing  hour.  _ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  is 
there  any  morning  business? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Morn¬ 
ing  business  is  in  order:  Reports  of  com¬ 
mittees,  the  introduction  of  bills  and 
joint  resolutions,  the  submission  of  con¬ 
current  and  other  resolutions. 

If  there  are  no  concurrent  resolutions, 
morning  business  is  closed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  before 
morning  business  closes,  I  wanted  to  be 
sure  that  the  Senator  from  New  York 
would  be  here. 

I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  must  confess  that  I 
.could  not  hear  what  the  Chair  said 
lortly  after  the  prayer.  If  we  did  get 
bVthe  point  for  the  introduction  of  bills, 
I  wfcuild  respectfully  ask  unanimous  con- 
sentSthat  that  be  vacated,  so  that  we 
could  an  back  to  that  point  in  the  pro- 
cedureTV1  case  the  Senator  from  New 
York  haosgomething  that  he  wanted  to 
offer. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  RUSSELUV  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  abject,  I  certainly  will 
accept  at  face  van^e  the  statement  of 
the  distinguished  minority  leader  that 
he  did  not  hear  the  Chair,  because  I  my¬ 
self  have  had  a  little  trouble,  on  occa¬ 
sion,  hearing  what  has  transpired  here. 

But  this  is  a  rather  unusual  procedure. 
We  have  had  demand  after  tnmoand  that 
the  Senate  adjourn,  so  thatVe  would 
have  a  morning  hour.  The  Senate  did 
adjourn.  We  had  a  morning  hdyr.  It 
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happened  that  I  did  hear  the  Chair  call 
the  prder  for  the  introduction  of  new 
business.  No  Senator  appeared  on  the 
scene  tcNmtroduce  any  new  legislation  or 
to  tender\my  motions  of  any  kind. 

I  do  not Nash  to  be  captious  about  it. 
The  minoriN  leader,  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen],  has 
stated  in  his  place  that  he  did  not  hear 
the  order  for  tnk  introduction  of  new 
matter,  under  the  rule. 

The  PRESIDENTNpro  tempore.  The 
Chair  said  the  introduction  of  concur¬ 
rent  and  other  resolutions  was  in  order 
at  that  stage. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  will  starlit. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Is  that  as  of  ri£ht,  oi¬ 
ls  it  by  unanimous  consent? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Ag  a 
matter  of  right. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  As  a  matter  of  righ£\ 
No  unanimous  consent  is  required?  Is 
that  correct? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
is  correct. 


DISCHARGE  OF  THE  COMMITTEE 

ON  THE  JUDICIARY  FROM  FUR¬ 
THER  CONSIDERATION  OF  SEN¬ 
ATE  BILL  958 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Chair,  and  I  send  to  the  desk  a  reso¬ 
lution. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
resolution  will  be  read  by  the  clerk. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  386)  was  read, 
as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  be,  and  hereby  is,  discharged 
from  further  consideration  of  the  biU  (S. 
953)  to  assist  in  meeting  the  costs  of  spe¬ 
cial  professional  services  needed  in  carrying 
out  public  school  desegregation  programs, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent - - 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  have  the  reporter, 
read  the  statement  that  was  made  b\ 
the  Chair  in  order  to  ascertain  just  what 
stage  in  the  morning  hour  we  ifad 
reached.  I  heard  the  Chair  state^hat 
morning  business  was  over.  I  taught 
I  did,  and  I  would  like  to  have  t^at  read 
back  to  the  Senate  to  determine  wheth¬ 
er  that  is  correct.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  He  was  asking  me/about  a  mat¬ 
ter  on  the  Executive  Calendar.  I  thought 
the  Chair  asked  if  these  was  any  morn¬ 
ing  business  and  announced  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  morning  .business.  I  have  no 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  Deturn  to  morning  busi¬ 
ness,  but  I  dovnot  want  the  Record  to 
show  it  is  a  scatter  of  right,  because  it 
is  not  a  matter  of  right.  The  Chair  had 
stated  moaning  business  was  concluded. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  think  it  is  very  im- 
portanythat  we  have  the  Record  read 


to  see  if  it  is  a  matter  of  right.  I  do  not 
want  to  avail  myself  of  a  unanimous 
consent  if  it  is  a  matter  of  right. 

The  official  reporter  (Mr.  Herbert  N. 
Budlong)  read  as  follows: 

The  President  pro  tempore.  Morning  busi¬ 
ness  is  in  order:  Reports  of  committees,  the 
introduction  of  bills  and  joint  resolutions, 
the  submission  of  concurrent  and  other  reso¬ 
lutions. 

If  there  are  no  concurrent  resolutions, 
morning  business  is  closed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  submit  that  is  the  statement  I 
heard.  It  is  up  to  the  Senator  to  make 
his  decision. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  my  colleague,  if  I  may  be 
recognized,  it  is  very  well  known  why  an 
adjournment  was  taken. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  An  adjourn¬ 
ment  was  taken  because  the  majority 
leader  decided  it  was  appropriate  to  ad¬ 
journ,  not  because  anybody  put  a  pistol 
jto  his  temple. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  was  not  because  any¬ 
body  put  a  pistol  to  his  head.  I  think 
I  wWd  have  a  right  to  be  extremely  un¬ 
happy  over  that  statement  in  view  of 
the  fa^t  that  on  the  floor  yesterday  It 
stated  R  respected  the  leadership  anc 
would  noh  contest  that,  and  said  I  dm 
not  intend\to.  It  seems  to  me  I  /was 
very  polite  tosTiim.  and  very  decent  jrnout 
the  whole  situation.  I  was  not  tynng  to 
raise  a  question  about  that. 

Mr.  JOHNSONSof  Texas.  yFhe  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  is  not  raisinsr  a  question 
about  somebody  being  police!  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  rar^e^ the  question 
whether  morning  busing  had  been  con¬ 
cluded.  It  had  been  concnided.  The  mi¬ 
nority  leader  askedVconsent  to  return 
to  it,  and  I  am  wiUmg  to  giVe  him  that 
consent.  If  the  Senator  fronrNew  York 
does  not  want  /o  operate  unayr  those 
conditions,  it  ianxp  to  him. 

Mr.  JAVTD&  When  I  asked  the  Isffiair 
whether  it/was  of  right  or  whether  it 
was  by  consent,  the  Chair  said  it  was 
matter  oc  right.  I  would  prefer,  natural^ 
ly,  to  proceed  as  a  matter  of  right.  That 
was  iny  view,  and  that  was  the  view  I 
exposed. 

[r.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Senator 
feard  the  Record  read. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  did.  That  is  the  first 
time  I  did  hear  the  Record.  May  I  say, 
too,  in  all  kindness,  10  minutes  after  10 
was  the  time  I  arrived  in  the  Chamber. 
It  would  seem  to  me,  even  from  my  own 
side,  a  quorum  call  could  have  been  asked 
for  if  this  matter  was  going  to  be  gone 
through  quickly.  . 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  am  sure  if 
the  Senator  had  desired  one  and  had 
made  that  suggestion  he  would  have  been 
within  his  rights.  I  do  not  know  what 
steps  the  Senator  took.  I  was  here  at  10 
o’clock.  I  am  here  every  morning  when 
we  meet. 

I  have  no  disposition  to  preclude  the 
Senator  from  proceeding,  but  since  he 
talks  about  not  wanting  to  do  it  unless 
it  is  a  matter  of  right;  I  want  him  to 
know  what  his  rights  are. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  This  is  the  first  time  I 
have  known  about  it.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 


I  now  send  the  resolution  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  it  read - 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  reserve 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  stated  a  fe 
moments  ago  I  would  not  object  to  Aie 
request  of  the  minority  leader,  inasnfuch 
as  he  had  stated  in  his  place  he  dfu  not 
hear  the  Chair  state  the  mornmg  hour 
had  been  closed,  and  that  it  ought  to  be 
reopened,  but  I  must  objectyto  any  re¬ 
quest  from  the  floor  for  introduction  of 
new  matter  after  that  pomt  has  passed. 

If  the  minority  lead/r,  not  having 
heard  the  Chair  state  that  morning  busi¬ 
ness  was  closed,  mak^s  the  request  that 
we  return  to  the  introduction  of  concur¬ 
rent  and  other  resolutions,  I  shall  not 
object,  but  I  shah  object  to  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  this/natter  from  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  the  Senator  from  Illinois  was  seek¬ 
ing  recognition  at  the  time. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
new  my  unanimous-consent  request  that 
we  return  to  morning  business.  Let  me 
sayun  explanation  that  I  was  conferring 
th  the  majority  leader  and  directing 
lis  attention  to  an  item  on  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Calendar. 

I  cannot  ofttimes  well  follow  all  things 
at  once,  although  the  presumption  is  that 
every  Member  of  the  Senate  should  know 
that  after  the  prayer  we  start  on  the 
regular  procedure,  after  adjournment, 
with  the  morning  business.  If  I  have 
been  in  error  in  that  respect,  I  freely 
confess  my  sins. 

I  renew  my  request,  because  I  feel  duty- 
bound,  because  of  the  adjournment  last 
night,  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York  should  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  submit  the  resolution  he  is  pro¬ 
posing  to  offer. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  send  to 
the  desk  a  resolution  and  ask  to  have  it 
stated. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
,  resolution  has  been  read. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sult  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

ie  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there'obj  ection? 

Mr.  TUJSSELL.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
understand  what  the  request  was? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  frona  New  York  has  asked  for 
present  consideration  of  the  resolution. 

Mr.  RUSSEL^.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  objection  to  that  request  or  to  any 
other  proceedings  \that  require  unani¬ 
mous  consent  underSthis  resolution. 

The  PRESIDENT  ju'o  tempore.  In 
view  of  the  objection,  tne  resolution  will 
go  over  1  day,  under  the  rale. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  a  parli¬ 
amentary  inquiry.  At  what  point  in  the 
proceeding  may  I  make  a  brief  statement 
with  reference  to  this  resolutior 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  ''Under 
the  present  situation,  there  is  a  bil\un- 
der  consideration.  The  Senator  will.nHye 
to  get  time  from  somebody  in  control 
the  time,  because  the  time  on  the  bill  i^S 
under  control. 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Javits  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12759)  to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz :  At  the  end  of  the 
bill  add  a  new  section  as  follows : 

1  Sec.  2.  Section  501  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 

2  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (6) ,  and  inserting  a 

3  semicolon  in  lieu  thereof;  and  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such 

4  section  a  new  paragraph  as  follows : 

5  “  (7)  to  establish  specific  criteria  for  judging 

6  whether  the  employment  of  Mexican  agricultural  work- 

7  ers  in  the  United  States  is  adversely  affecting  or  will 

8  adversely  affect  the  wages,  working  conditions,  or  em- 

9  ployinent  opportunities  of  domestic  workers  similarly 

10  employed.  Such  criteria  shall  include  but  shall  not  be 
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1  limited  to  (a)  failure  of  wages  and  earnings  in  activi- 

2  ties  and  areas  using  Mexicans  to  advance  with  wage 

3  increases  generally;  (b)  the  relationship  between  Mexi- 

4  can  employment  trends  and  wage  trends  in  areas  using 

5  Mexican  workers;  (c)  differences  in  wage  and  earning 

6  levels  of  workers  on  farms  using  Mexican  labor  com- 

7  pared  with  nonusers.” 
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Senate 


( Legislative  day  of  Wednesday,  August  31,  1960 ) 


NOTIC 


The  last  issue  of  the 
session  of  the  Eighty 
Wednesday,  Septe: 
proofs  of  speeches" withheld 
as  autho: 

Prin 


gressional  Record  for  the  second 
will  be  published  not  later  than 
It  is  requested  that  copy  and 
for  revision,  or  extensions  of  remarks 
House,  be  submitted  to  the  Government 

£rk.  Statuary  Hall, 


:e  or  to  the  Congressional  Recc 
Qapitol,  before  that  date. 

By  order  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing. 

CARL  HAYDEN.  Chain 


[ Senate  Proceedings  of  August  31,  19601 


EXTENSION  OF  MIGRANT  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  LABOR  ACT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
aslc  that  the  Senate  turn  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  1971,  H.R. 
12759 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R.  12759) 
to  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  section  509  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  Is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  “June  30,  1961”  and  inserting  “December 
31,  1961.” 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  House  provided  for  a 
2-year  extension  of  the  Migrant  Agri¬ 
cultural  Labor  Act.  The  Committee  on 
Agriculture  amended  the  bill  to  provide 
for  a  6-month  extension,  until  June  30, 
1961.  Some  objection  was  raised,  but 
I  understand  it  was  the  general  under¬ 
standing  that  this  shorter  time  would  be 
allowed. 


If  it  is  not  passed,  the  farmers  in 
California,  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  Texas, 
and  similar  areas  cannot  finance  their 
crops  for  the  next  year;  whereas  if  it  is 
passed,  then  we  shall  have  the  next  ses¬ 
sion  of  Congress  in  which  to  discuss  this 
whole  problem.  So  I  think  it  proper  that 
the  bill  be  passed. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  York  withhold 
that  suggestion  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Yes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Will  the  Senator 
from  New  York  explain  why  he  has  sug¬ 
gested  the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Yes;  because  I  have  an 
amendment,  and  I  wish  to  finish  my 
preparations  in  that  connection  and  dis¬ 
cuss  the  matter  with  several  of  my  col¬ 
leagues.  I  think  the  same  probably  may 
be  said  of  several  other  Senators. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Gee  in  the  chair).  The  absence  of  a 
quorum  has  been  suggested,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  quorum  call  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 


The  Senator  from  Arizona  has  the 
floor. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  H.R.  12759? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Will  the  Chair  state 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate  what 
is  the  nature  of  the  bill  that  is  presently 
before  us? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  bill. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
609  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  “June  30, 
1961”  and  inserting  “December  31,  1961.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  fur¬ 
ther  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  this  the  bill  that 
relates  to  Mexican  migrant  labor? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes;  it  provides  for  a 
6  months  extension  of  existing  law. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me?  Yesterday  I 
sent  to  the  desk  an  amendment  to  H.R. 
12759.  I  had  in  mind  offering  this 
amendment  and  pressing  it  as  hard  as 
I  could  should  the  Senate  consider  a 
long-term,  for  example  a  2-year,  exten¬ 
sion  of  Public  Law  78.  I  do  not  intend 
to  press  the  amendment  at  this  time  on 
this  bill,  which  is  for  a  6-month  exten¬ 
sion,  but  ask  unanimous  consent  to  in¬ 
sert  a  statement  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Kenneth  B.  Keating 
on  H.R.  12759 

Although  I  favor  making  certain  changes 
In  Public  Law  78,  I  join  with  many  of  my 
colleagues  who  are  at  this  time  willing  to 
permit  this  act  to  be  extended  for  6  months 
with  no  changes.  However,  I  want  to  make 
It  clear  that  I  favor  some  changes  along 
the  lines  of  the  amendment  which  I  sent  to 
the  desk  yesterday.  I  intend  to  join  with 
those  who  have  expressed  reservations  about 

17413 


CONGR£$$l$faAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


17414 

this  bill  to  see  to  it  that  it  is  significantly 
revised  when  this  6-month  extension  ex¬ 
pires  and  it  is  again  before  us  for  action. 

Section  503  of  Public  Law  78  relating  to 
Mexican  Farm  Labor  states  that  no  Mexican 
worker  shall  be  available  for  employment  in 
any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has 
determined  and  certified  that  (1)  sufficient 
domestic  workers  are  not  available,  (2)  the 
employment  of  Mexican  workers  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  wages  and  conditions  of 
domestic  workers  and  (3)  “reasonable  efforts 
have  been  made  to  attract  domestic  workers 
for  such  employment  at  wages  and  standard 
hours  of  work  comparable  to  those  offered 
to  foreign  workers.’’ 

This  amendment  strikes  the  words  “wages 
and’  standards  hours  of  work  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers’’  which  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  third  proviso  above.  It  inserts 
in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  of  employment  at  least  equal  to  those 
offered  to  foreign  workers.”  The  net  effect 
of  this  amendment  would  be  to  strengthen 
the  intent  and  tone  of  this  statute  with 
respect  to  avoiding  having  the  employment 
of  Mexican  farm  workers  undermine  em¬ 
ployment  conditions  for  domestic  farm 
workers.  The  Secretary  already  has  been 
given  such  power.  My  amendment  would 
simply  say  that  instead  of  saying  that  con¬ 
ditions  are  comparable,  he  should  see  to  it 
that  conditions  of  domestic  workers  in  areas 
where  they  compete  with  Mexican  workers 
are  “at  least  equal”  to  those  for  Mexicans. 
It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  only  fair,  that 
Americans  should  receive  the  same  protec¬ 
tion  under  the  law  as  do  aliens. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  while 
there  is  quite  a  group  of  Senators  pres¬ 
ent,  I  want  to  say  something  about 
Mexican  labor.  The  average  farmer, 
whether  he  is  in  the  Southwest  or  New 
York  or  Michigan,  could  not  harvest  his 
crop  without  Mexican  labor.  There  is 
an  understanding  between  the  Mexican 
Government  and  the  American  Govern¬ 
ment  on  the  matter.  Our  boys  do  not 
do  such  work  any  more.  In  my  State, 
and  the  Senator  from  Arizona  knows  it 
is  true  in  his,  local  boys  will  not  pull 
those  large  sacks  of  cotton  any  more. 
In  order  to  harvest  cotton,  we  must  have 
Mexican  labor.  This  bill  would  extend 
the  act  for  6  months. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Ml'.  President,  I 
regret  that  the  proposed  legislation  has 
come  before  the  Senate  at  this  late  hour. 
The  question  of  Mexican  migrant  labor 
has  been  of  concern  to  the  Congress 
ever  since  it  was  initiated  in  World  War 
H.  Year  after  year  it  is  presented  as 
temporary  and  emergency  legislation. 

Congress  has  given  a  great  deal  of 
attention  to  it,  but  has  never  succeeded 
very  much  in  working  out  a  satisfactory 
solution.  Last  year  the  President  set  up 
a  special  commission.  The  Mexican 
farm  labor  consultants’  report  was  filed 
in  February  1959.  Congress  had  enough 
time  to  give  adequate  consideration  to 
its  recommendations,  and,  according  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  no  such  ade¬ 
quate  attention  has  been  given  or  been 


paid  to  the  recommendations  of  these 
consultants. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  letter  dated  July 
20,  1960,  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
Let  me  note  again  the  date,  July  20, 
1960.  The  letter  is  over  the  signature 
of  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  and  these 
words  are  contained  in  that  letter: 

On  the' basis  of  the  evidence  available  to 
the  Department  of  Labor,  we  subscribe  to 
the  recommendations  of  the  consultants 
against  any  extension  of  the  program  with¬ 
out  a  strengthening  of  the  protections  for 
domestic  employment. 

Let  me  repeat  that  sentence: 

On  the  basis  of  the  evidence  available  to 
the  Department  of  Labor,  we  subscribe  to 
the  recommendations  of  the  consultants 
against  any  extension  of  the  program  with¬ 
out  a  strengthening  of  the  protections  for 
domestic  employment. 

This  bill  is  a  simple  extension;  it  pro¬ 
vides  no  protection  for  domestic  workers. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  This  matter  was  dis¬ 
cussed  at  a  rather  fully  attended  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  There  is  a  grave  difference  of 
opinion  between  the  membership  as  to 
the  wisdom  of  a  general  or  lengthy  ex- 
tention  of  this  legislation;  but  all  of  us, 
in  consideration  of  the  lateness  of  the 
hour — and  this  just  came  up  at  our  last 
meeting — and  in  consideration  of  the 
fact  that  farmers  in  the  area  affected 
who  cannot  harvest  their  crops  in  the 
months  from  January  to  June,  but,  in¬ 
stead,  have  to  plant  them  in  the  early 
part  of  the  year  and  harvest  and  market 
them  later  are  entitled  to  some  consid¬ 
eration,  and  in  further  consideration  of 
the  fact  that  the  matter  will  have  to  be 
reexamined  and  restudied  and  some 
law  enacted  on  the  subject  matter  next 
year,  or  else  there  will  be  no  law  re¬ 
maining,  we  felt  that  the  really  decent 
thing  to  do  for  the  people  involved 
would  be  to  adopt  a  simple  6  months’ 
extension. 

It  was  simply  impossible,  in  the  short 
time  remaining,  to  work  out  the  details. 

I  think  I  am  stating  the  matter  fairly 
when  I  say  that  even  those  who  agree 
most  fully  with  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  that  some  changes 
are  required  in  the  act — and  there  are 
some  on  our  committee — felt  the  fair 
thing  to  do  was  to  have  a  6-month  ex¬ 
tension.  I  am  sure  the  able  chairman 
of  the  committee  will  bear  out  my  state¬ 
ment  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President - - 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  passed  by  the 
House,  this  bill  would  extend  the  Mexi¬ 
can  farm  labor  program  for  2  years,  un¬ 
til  June  30,  1963.  The  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  in  re¬ 
porting  on  this  bill,  recommended  an 
amendment  limiting  the  extension  to  6 
months,  that  is,  until  December  31,  1961. 

The  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
held  hearings  on  a  number  of  bills  to 
extend  this  program  in  March  of  this 
year.  There  is  a  considerable  demand 
for  extension  of  this  program  among 
agricultural  producers.  They  say  they 
need  this  labor  in  order  to  produce  their 
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crops  and  that  there  is  not  an  adequate 
supply  of  domestic  agricultural  workers 
at  the  right  time  and  place  that  is  will¬ 
ing  to  do  the  type  of  stoop  labor  and 
other  work  that  the  Mexicans  are  anx¬ 
ious  to  obtain. 

On  the  other  hand,  some  of  the  wit¬ 
nesses  felt  that  some  changes  should  be 
made  in  the  program  when  it  is  extend¬ 
ed.  Last  year,  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
appointed  a  committee  of  consultants  to 
study  the  program.  They  reported  that: 

The  committee  has  concluded  that,  on 
balance,  the  case  in  favor  of  renewing  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  78  on  a  temporary  basis  is  more  con¬ 
clusive  than  the  arguments  against  its  re¬ 
newal. 

The  committee  of  consultants  further 
reported : 

The  committee’s  support  of  a  temporary 
renewal  of  Public  Law  78  is  conditioned  on 
its  being  substantially  amended. 

The  substance  of  the  consultants’ 
recommendations  was  incorporated  in 
the  McGovern  bill,  H.R.  11211,  which 
was  rejected  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  and  in  the  Fogarty  amend¬ 
ment  to  H.R.  12759,  which  was  rejected 
by  the  House  on  a  division  vote  of  51  to 
138.  Both  of  the  Senators  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  together  with  a  number  of  other 
Senators,  introduced  in  the  Senate  a  bill, 
S.  3666,  which  is  identical  in  substance  to 
the  Fogarty  amendment.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  recommended  that  no  ac¬ 
tion  be  taken  on  S.  3666  this  year  or 
H.R.  12759,  because  of  the  need  for  ex¬ 
amining  carefully  the  questions  raised. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture  also 
recommended  against  consideration  of 
either  bill  this  year,  indicating  that  it 
believes  no  changes  in  the  program  are 
necessary. 

The  authority  for  the  program  was  en¬ 
acted  in  1951.  It  has  been  extended  from 
time  to  time  and  expires  June  30,  1961. 
After  that  date,  no  workers  may  be  made 
available  under  it.  June  30  falls  in  the 
midst  of  the  period  when  these  workers 
are  most  needed.  In  order  to  make  their 
production  plans  and  obtain  financing, 
the  producers  must  know  now  whether 
workers  will  be  available  to  harvest  the 
crop  next  year.  The  Department  of 
Labor  states  that  its  consultants’  recom¬ 
mendations  require  further  considera¬ 
tion.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  in¬ 
dicates  that  it  may  be  opposed  to  them 
after  considering  them  further.  It  is 
obvious  that  the  bill  needs  extension  im¬ 
mediately,  at  least  to  cover  the  entire 
producing  period  in  1961,  and  that  such 
extension  cannot  wait  until  the  executive 
departments  have  determined  what  pro¬ 
posals  for  changes  they  wish  to  make. 
Extension  through  1961  will  provide  full 
opportunity  for  careful  consideration 
next  year  of  any  proposed  changes. 

When  the  proposal  came  before  the 
committee  there  was  much  objection  to 
the  extension  of  the  act  for  2  years.  One 
of  the  chief  opponents  of  the  extension 
for  2  years  was  my  good  friend  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  who  does  not 
happen  to  be  present  tonight. 

With  the  understanding  that  the  ex¬ 
tension  would  be  for  6  months  only,  the 
opposition  which  w’as  in  the  committee 
was  withdrawn.  As  I  understood  the 
proposal,  there  would  be  no  serious  ob- 


1960 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


17415 


Section  to  the  extension  of  the  act  for 
6  months  if  the  committee  next  year 
were  to  take  up  the  proposal  to  extend 
it  for  a  longer  period  of  time,  taking 
into  consideration  the  suggestions  made 
by  members  of  the  committee,  or  the 
studies  made  and  recently  referred  to 
by  my  good  friend  from  Minnesota. 

It  is  my  hope,  as  pointed  out  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Florida  and 
by  other  Senators,  that  the  law  as  it  now 
exists  will  be  extended  6  months  until 
December  31,  1961.  It  would  not  be 
proper  for  the  law  to  expire  in  the  midst 
of  a  harvest.  That  is  what  prompted 
the  committee  to  agree  to  extend  the 
act  for  6  additional  months,  in  the  hope 
that  next  year  those  who  now  propose 
amendments  will  have  an  ample  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  present  the  amendments  before 
the  committee. 

I  give  assurance  that  if  I  am  elected, 
and  if  I  remain  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
we  shall  take  up  the  proposal  next  year 
and -give  full  hearings  to  all  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  I  understand  may  be  pro¬ 
posed  tonight. 

I  express  the  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  will  not  be  offered,  Mr.  President, 
but  that  we  can  extend  the  act  for  6 
months  without  further  amendment. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  the  effect  of  extending  the  act 
for  6  months  is  to  extend  it  for  another 
year.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  whether  any 
hearings  were  held  this  year  before  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
of  the  Senate  on  this  question. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  not  to  my 
knowledge.  We  have  a  subcommittee 
in  charge  of  the  bill,  but  it  did  not  hold 
hearings  on  this  bill.  The  House  held 
hearings. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  Senate  did  not 
give  any  consideration  to  this  problem, 
even  though  the  committee  knew  the 
act  was  to  expire  in  June  and  knew  that 
if  the  act  were  not  extended  the  farm¬ 
ers  would  be  embarrassed  because  they 
could  not  plan  for  the  full  year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  will  say  to  my 
good  friend  that  we  have  divided  our 
committee  into  four  separate  subcom¬ 
mittees.  The  colleague  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator,  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  is  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  which  deals  with 
the  farm  labor  situation.  We  were  de¬ 
pending  on  the  hearings  held  by  the 
House.  For  that  reason,  hearings  were 
not  held  by  the  Senate  committee.  It 
was  felt  the  hearings  held  before  the 
House  were  sufficient. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  If  the  hearings 
were  sufficient,  then  why  did  the  Senate 
Committee  wait  to  act?  When  did  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  act  on  the  bill?  Was  it  last 
week? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Last  Tuesday,  Au¬ 
gust  23. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Last  Tuesday. 
That  did  not  give  the  members  of  the 
Senate  much  time  to  work  on  the  bill, 
in  case  Senators  desired  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments.  Obviously,  the  bill  came  to  us 
only  in  the  press  of  the  closing  days 
of  this  session  of  Congress. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  House  passed 
the  bill  on  June  29,  and  it  came  to  us 
on  June  30  and  was  immediately  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  subcommittee  headed  by 
my  good  friend  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arizona  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
heard  from  both  sides  of  the  controversy. 
I  have  heard  from  the  farmers  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  in  the  Southwest  States  who 
are  worrying  about  planting  their  crops 
between  now  and  next  July.  I  sympa¬ 
thize  with  their  plight.  I  believe  I  under 
stand  it.  I  have  also  heard  from  the 
Department  of  Labor.  We  have  had 
communications  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

We  have  heard  from  others  who  think 
we  ought  not  to  renew  this  program  at 
this  time,  until  there  is  a  better  device 
for  protecting  domestic  labor. 

I  happen  to  come  from  a  part  of  the 
country  which,  through  the  harvest 
season,  gets  additional  labor  not  from 
Canada  as  we  used  to,  but  from  the 
State  of  my  good  friend  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland].  These  laborers  come 
north  for  the  fall,  and  they  combine  good 
work,  which  they  like  to  do,  with  a  sort 
of  a  vacation. 

I  think  that  a  good  solution  to  the 
problem  would  be  to  pass  this  proposed 
legislation,  which  will  extend  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  6  months,  to  take  care  of 
the  coming  work  on  next  year’s  crops, 
and  not  ask  for  a  conference. 

There  is  grave  fear  that  if  we  go  into 
a  conference  with  the  House,  the  Senate, 
as  is  sometimes  the  case,  will  get  the 
short  end  of  it,  and  if  we  seek  to  extend 
the  act  for  2  years  or  1 V2  years,  there  is  a 
probability  there  will  be  no  legislation  at 
all. 

We  need  this  proposed  legislation  to 
complete  harvesting  of  next  year’s  crops. 
It  seems  to  me  such  a  course  would 
represent  the  best  solution  to  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  on  the  committee 
on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare.  I  am  very 
interested  in  the  subject  of  labor.  I 
should  like  to  support  the  Senator  from 
Vermont. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  an  amendment 
which  is  designed  to  quiet  a  lot  of  litiga¬ 
tion,  in  situations  in  which  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  has  been  engaged  in  litigation 
because  there  are  no  criteria  in  the  act 
which  is  being  extended.  The  effort  of 
my  amendment  would  be  to  establish 
necessary  criteria. 

I  understand  this  is  a  difficult  and 
trying  problem,  upon  which  people  would 
wish  to  be  heard  on  both  sides,  as  to  the 
complications  in  the  amendment,  al¬ 
though  I  think  its  adoption  is  justified. 

I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont.  I  think,  with  the  kind  of  atten¬ 
tion  which  is  fixed  upon  the  proposal 
now,  if  the  bill  should  be  allowed  to  pass 
without  amendment  we  can  get  action. 
Would  the  Senator  accept  instructions 


to  conferees?  We  do  not  need  that.  The 
Senator  from  Arizona  can  tell  us.  We 
all  love  him  dearly.  Would  the  con¬ 
ferees  bring  us  back  a  6-month  exten¬ 
sion,  or  nothing  at  all?  I  should  like 
to  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  guarantee  either  the 
House  will  accept  this  extension  or  there 
will  be  no  law. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  hope  my  colleagues, 
who  are  as  interested  as  I,  have  heard 
this  statement. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Is  it  agreeable  to 
the  Senator  from  New  York  to  accept 
this? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  is  acceptable  to  me 
on  the  basis  outlined  by  the  Senator 
from  Vermont,  with  the  assurance  that 
seasonably,  in  the  next  session,  we  shall 
really  have  a  go-round  on  these  very 
grave  difficulties  which  have  arisen  with 
respect  to  the  act,  that  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  have  a  full  opportunity  to  be 
heard,  and  so  shall  we.  On  those  un¬ 
derstandings,  knowing  as  we  do  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  would  never  reply 
this  way  if  it  were  not  so,  I  would  say  we 
ought  to  go  along  at  this  point. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  share  the  views  of  my  friend  from 
New  York.  We  have  a  deep  interest  in 
seeing  that,  while  we  have  a  program 
of  bringing  workers  from  Mexico,  our 
own  domestic  workers  are  properly 
treated. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  have  no  disagreement 
in  principle  with  the  Senator,  at  all. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  I 
realize  that.  We  have  several  amend¬ 
ments  we  are  prepared  to  offer.  With  the 
understanding  that  certainly  this  will 
be  simply  an  extender  of  6  months,  I 
shall  not  offer  the  amendments  I  had 
intended  to  offer.'  I  join  the  Senator 
from  New  York,  and  I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota,  in  expressing  the 
hope  that  at  an  early  time  these  pro¬ 
posals  will  be  considered  by  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  On  the  basis  of  the 
discussion  held  and  the  assurances  given 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  ;  the 
senior  ranking  member  of  the  minority 
party  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  ;  and  the  sponsor  of  the  reso¬ 
lution,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden]  ;  we  have  about  as  absolute  a 
guarantee  as  could  be  given  to  anyone. 
I  urge  the  passage  of  the  measure. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  some  remarks 
of  mine  may  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  and  letters  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 
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Statement  by  Senator  McCarthy 

Those  of  us  who  have  been,  interested  in 
improving  the  conditions  of  migratory 
workers  have  agreed  to  the  6-month  exten¬ 
sion  of  Public  Law  78,  in  order  that  the  next 
Congress  can  have  an  opportunity  to  make 
a  thorough  study  and  revision  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  farm  labor  program. 

The  program  has  always  been  presented  to 
the  Congress  as  a  temporary  measure  to  re¬ 
lieve  a  shortage  of  seasonal  agricultural 
workers.  In  fact,  however,  the  program  has 
expanded  greatly,  with  the  number  of  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  increasing  until  now  almost 
a  half -million  are  brought  in  yearly  under 
contract. 

The  program  has  also  been  based  upon 
the  principle  that  the  use  of  this  service 
shall  not  have  an  adverse  effect  upon  the 
employment  opportunities,  the  wages  and 
the  working  conditions  of  domestic  migra¬ 
tory  laborers. 

The  most  serious  charge  against  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Public  Law  78  is  that  it  has  resulted 
in  lower  wages  and  worse  working  condi¬ 
tions  for  domestic  workers.  A  large  number 
of  social  and  religious  groups  have  been 
concerned.  So  has  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor,  which  has  the  responsibility  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  program.  A  special  group 
of  consultants  appointed  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  to  study  the  Mexican  farm  labor  pro¬ 
gram  came  to  a  unanimous  agreement  that 
it  had  several  adverse  effects  upon  domestic 
workers  and  they  opposed  extension  of  the 
program  without  a  number  of  changes  which 
would  safeguard  the  rights  of  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers. 

The  position  of  the  Department  of  Labor  is 
expressed  in  the  letter  from  the  Secretary 
of  Labor,  Mr.  Mitchell : 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  20,  1960. 
The  Honorable  Allen  J.  Ellender, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  fur¬ 
ther  response  to  your  request  for  our  com¬ 
ments  on  S.  3666,  a  bill  “To  amend  title  V 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  pf  1949,  as  amended, 
to  provide  protection  for  the  employment 
opportunities  of  domestic  agricultural  work¬ 
ers  in  the  United  States,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

In  extending  for  2  years  the  program  for 
recruitment  of  Mexican  nationals  for  agri¬ 
cultural  employment  in  the  United  States 
the  bill  would  tighten  in  several  respects  the 
conditions  under  which  such  workers  could 
be  used.  Mexican  nationals  could  be  used 
only  in  seasonal  or  unskilled  employment. 
In  addition,  S.  3666  would  require  independ¬ 
ent  and  direct  employer  efforts  to  recruit 
domestic  workers,  not  only  at  the  same 
wages  and  hours  of  work  as  those  offered  the 
Mexican  workers  but  also  at  the  other  terms 
and  conditions  of  employment  as  those  of¬ 
fered  the  foreign  workers.  The  measure 
would  also  require  employers  to  pay  domes¬ 
tic  workers  already  in  their  employ  at  wage 
rates  no  less  favorable  than  those  required 
to  be  paid  the  Mexican  workers.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  would  be  given  specific  au¬ 
thority  to  regulate  the  number  of  Mexican 
workers  available  for  any  employer,  to  estab¬ 
lish  criteria  for  determining  whether  the 
employment  of  such  workers  is  adversely  af¬ 
fecting  the  working  conditions  or  employ¬ 
ment  opportunities  of  domestic  farmwork¬ 
ers,  and  to  issue  necessary  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions. 

The  Department  of  Labor  is  concerned 
that  the  continued  wide-scale  use  of  Mexican 
nationals,  approximately  450,000  annually, 
in  agricultural  employment  in  this  country 
may  not  be  in  the  best  Interests  of  U.S.  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  and  employers.  For  this 
reason  the  Secretary  of  Labor  in  1959  had  an 
independent  study  made  of  the  Mexican  la¬ 
bor  program.  The  unanimous  conclusion  of 


the  consultants,  representing  varying  points 
of  view,  conducting  the  study  was  that  there 
are  indications  that  in  some  cases  the  use 
of  Mexican  workers  is  having  an  adverse 
effect  upon  the  wages,  working  conditions, 
and  employment  opportunities  of  our  own 
agricultural  workers.  They  recommend  that 
there  be  no  extension  of  the  program  unless 
adequate  remedial  amendments  are  adopted. 

On  the  basis  of  evidence  available  to  the 
Department  of  Labor,  we  subscribe  to  the 
recommendation  of  the  consultants  against 
any  extension  of  the  program  without  a 
strengthening  of  protections  for  domestic 
employment.  However,  because  of  the  need 
for  examining  carefully  questions  raised 
with  respect  to  the  wisdom  of  specific  pro¬ 
posals  to  strengthen  the  program  in  the  best 
interests  of  United  States  farmworkers  and 
employers,  we  recommend  that  no  action  be 
taken  this  year  either  to  extend  or  amend 
the  Mexican  labor  program.  The  program 
does  not  expire  until  June  30,  1961,  so  that 
full  consideration  can  be  given  to  the  matter 
in  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

The  Bureau  of  the  budget  advises  that  it 
has  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this 
report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

James  T.  Mitchell, 

Secretary  of  Labor. 

1  should  also  like  to  include  several  state¬ 
ments  and  letters  which  indicate  the  opposi¬ 
tion  and  reservations  which  individuals  and 
groups  have  about  Public  Law  78. 

The  first  is  a  statement  presented  by  Rev. 
Shirley  E.  Greene  at  the  hearings  held  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.  Reverend  Greene  appeared 
in  behalf  of  the  National  Council  of  Churches 
of  Christ  in  the  U.S. A.  He  stated: 

“As  a  result  of  this  long  and  intimate  con¬ 
tact  with  migratory  workers  and  their  fam¬ 
ilies  and  this  continuing  study  of  what  is 
needed  to  accord  them  a  measure  of  justice 
commensurate  with  the  vital  service  they 
render  to  every  food-consuming  person  in  the 
Nation,  the  council’s  general  board  adopted 
on  February  25,  1960,  a  resolution  bearing 
upon  the  Mexican  worker  importation  pro¬ 
gram.  This  I  will  quote  in  full  since  it  sums 
up  the  position  of  the  council  on  the  pri¬ 
mary  subject  of  the  session  here  today. 

“The  statement  is  titled  ‘The  Future  of 
the  Mexican  Agricultural  Worker  Importa¬ 
tion  Program  (Public  Law  78,  82d  Cong.).' 
It  reads  as  follows: 

“  ‘Whereas  Public  Law  78  (82d  Cong.)  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  importation  of  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  for  agricultural  labor  in  the  United 
States  involves  human  and  ethical  issues  of 
grave  concern  to  the  conscience  of  Christian 
people:  namely, 

“‘(a)  The  importation  program  has  in¬ 
jurious  effects  on  the  family  and  community 
life  both  of  the  Mexican  nationals  who  are 
imported  and  on  the  domestic  workers  who, 
because  of  the  presence  of  Mexican  nationals, 
are  deprived  of  employment  or  find  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  migrate  in  search  of  employment: 

"‘(b)  Importation  tends  to  produce  a  la¬ 
bor  surplus  thereby  depressing  wages  and 
labor  standards  for  domestic  agricultural 
workers;  and  even  if  the  United  States  has 
failed  to  make  the  necessary  adjustments  to 
enable  all  farmers  to  secure  an  equitable 
share  of  the  national  income  there  is  no 
moral  justification  for  perpetuation  of  sub¬ 
standard  wages  for  agricultural  labor; 

“  ‘Whereas  the  general  board  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Council  of  Churches  has,  from  time 
to  time,  adopted  policy  positions  which  are 
relevant  to  this  situation :  Therefore  be  it 

“  ‘Resolved,  That  the  General  Board  of  the 
National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ 
in  the  U.S.A.  is  opposed  to  the  extension  of 
Public  Law  78  (82d  Cong.)  In  its  present 
form;  but,  to  avoid  hardships  on  employers 
and  workers  who  have  come  to  rely  on  this 
program,  we  approve  the  extension  of  the 
farm  labor  importation  program  (Public  Law 


78)  in  amended  form  for  a  temporary  period 
with  a  specific  date  of  final  termination 
and  with  definite  provisions  for  annual  re¬ 
ductions  in  volume  written  into  the  act;  and 
furthermore 

“  ‘Even  for  this  period  of  transition,  we 
recommend  that  amendments  be  adopted 
designed  to  bring  about  the  following  im¬ 
provements  in  the  legislation: 

“‘(a)  Limitation  of  the  program  to  tem¬ 
porary  labor  shortage  situations  and  to  un¬ 
skilled,  nonmachine  jobs; 

“  ‘(b)  Assurance  that  diligent  efforts  have 
been  made  by  both  employers  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  to  recruit  domestic  labor  at  a 
wage  adequate  for  health  and  welfare  before 
any  certification  of  need  for  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  is  made  by  the  Department; 

“‘(c)  Removal  of  the  “certification  of 
need”  procedures  as  fully  as  possible  from 
undue  local  pressure  by  growers; 

“‘(d)  Determination  of  prevailing  wage 
rates  for  Mexican  nationals  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  at  a  level  that  will  not  depress 
wages  which  might  be  offered  domestic  work¬ 
ers  or  prevent  their  seeking  such  employ¬ 
ment; 

“  ‘(e)  Inclusion  in  the  law  of  specific  pro¬ 
visions  with  respect  to  promulgations  of  rules 
and  regulations  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
which  will  insure  observance  of  the  intent 
of  the  law;  and  adequate  provision  for  en¬ 
forcement  including  authorization  of  suf¬ 
ficient  inspection  and  enforcement  personnel, 
and  appropriate  penalties  for  violation; 

“‘(f)  Establishment  of  an  appeal  pro¬ 
cedure  available  to  growers  or  workers  where 
findings  of  violation  are  made;  and,  be  it 
further 

“  ‘Resolved,  That  in  taking  this  position  we 
recognize  that  certain  other  aspects  of  our 
national  policy  are  intertwined  with  the 
operations  of  the  Mexican  importation  pro¬ 
gram  and  that  we  recognize  that  a  respon¬ 
sible  policy  which  provides  for  early  termi¬ 
nation  of  that  program  must  also  come  to 
grips  with  the  following  related  issues: 

“  ‘(a)  The  necessity  of  providing  adequate 
enforcement  of  the  immigration  laws  on  the 
Mexican  border  to  prevent  resurgence  of  the 
vast  influx  of  so-called  wetbacks  of  a  few 
years  ago  and  strict  interpretation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  immigration  laws  so  as  to 
prevent  circumvention  of  the  termination 
of  the  Mexican  importation  program; 

“‘(b)  The  readiness  of  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  to  develop,  with  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment,  such  programs  of  economic  and 
technical  aid  as  may  be  required  at  least  to 
offset  any  injury  the  Mexican  economy  may 
suffer  from  the  termination  of  the  Mexican 
importation  program;  and  be  it  further 
“  ‘Resolved,  That  the  general  board  au¬ 
thorize  representatives  of  the  National 
Council  of  Churches  to  testify  at  hearings 
in  respect  to  Public  Law  78  (82d  Cong.) 
along  lines  indicated  above.’  ” 

Another  critic  of  Public  Law  78  is  Arch¬ 
bishop  Robert  E.  Lucey,  of  San  Antonio,  who 
was  one  of  the  five  members  of  President 
Truman’s  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor 
in  1951. 

A  "recent  address  of  his  is  reported  in  the 
press  as  follows: 

“Calls  Farm  Labor  Import  a  ‘Racket* 
“St.  Louis. — A  leading  church  authority 
on  farm  problems  has  condemned  the 
‘powerful  growers  who  perpetuate  the 
ghastly  international  racket  (of  Mexican 
farm  labor  import)  against  the  demands  of 
public  opinion  and  against  the  conscience 
of  our  people.’ 

“Archbishop  Robert  E.  Lucey,  of  San  An¬ 
tonio,  told  a  gathering  here  that  his  re¬ 
marks  were  not  intended  as  a  universal  in¬ 
dictment  of  all  farmers.  He  noted  that  ‘this 
bracero  (Mexican  farmworker)  program  has 
struck  a  deadly  blow  at  small  farmers  and 
farmworkers.’ 
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"Archibshop  Lucey,  executive  chairman  of 
the  Bishops  Committee  for  the  Spanish 
Speaking,  addressed  his  remarks  to  the  10th 
annual  meeting  of  the  committee.  The 
archibishop  has  been  an  outspoken  critic  of 
Public  Law  78,  which  authorizes  the  import¬ 
ing  of  bracero  labor  for  agricultural  work  in 
the  United  States  and  is  based  on  treaties 
with  Mexico. 

“The  archbishop  also  lashed  out  at  ‘those 
Members  of  Congress  who  stand  in  fear  and 
trembling  before  the  organized  might  of  the 
farm  bloc  ready  always  to  vote  for  the  strong 
against  the  weak.’ 

“Also  taking  to  task  certain  State  legis¬ 
lators,  the  San  Antonio  churchman  said 
that  ‘in  a  democracy  we  must  expect  to  find 
some  legislators  who  are  little  men  in  large 
assignments;  who  will  not  risk  their  tenure 
of  office  for  justice’  sake;  who  see  in  special 
privileges  for  the  strong  and  misery  for  the 
weak  a  mandate  from  their  constituents.’ 

“Coming  back  to  the  large  growers,  he  said 
that  the  large  corporation  farm  gets  its  labor 
cheap  whether  the  workers  are  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  or  domestic  migrants.  ‘This  means,’ 
he  stated,  ‘that  the  toil  of  the  small  farmer 
has  no  greater  value  in  the  market  than  the 
work  of  the  underpaid  and  exploited  migra¬ 
tory  worker.’ 

“The  archibshop  cited  the  willingness  of 
some  growers  and  organized  farmers  to  seek 
justice,  but  he  said  that  despite  their  good 
Will,  the  system  needs  revamping. 

“The  archbishop  suggested  that  his  lis¬ 
teners  put  themselves  in  the  place  of  the 
large  growers  so  that  ‘we  can  see  how  logical 
it  is  [for  them]  to  demand  the  indefinite 
continuation  of  the  bracero  program.’  He 
added : 

“  ‘Think  how  helpful  it  is  to  growers  to 
flood  the  labor  market  with  half  a  million 
aliens.  This  causes  unemployment  among 
citizen  workers,  depresses  farm  wages,  makes 
labor  unions  impossible,  puts  the  family-size 
farm  in  a  bad  way,  and  gives  employers  an 
abundance  of  cheap,  docile  laborers,’  he 
said.” 

I  include  also  some  of  the  letters  which 
I  have  received  concerning  the  proposed  ex¬ 
tension  of  Public  Law  78  and  which  indicate, 
I  believe,  the  concern  of  members  of  many 
groups  about  this  program.  This  testimony 
reinforces  the  need  for  the  next  Congress 
to  take  sufficient  time  to  reevaluate  and 
revise  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program. 

Washington,  D.C., 

August  25,  1960. 

Dear  Senator:  We  urge  you  to  recommit 
H.R.  12759  to  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  and  instruct  the  committee  to  hold 
hearings  on  this  matter  in  1961.  The  bill, 
as  reported,  would  extend  the  Mexican  farm 
labor  importation  program  for  an  extra  6 
months,  or  until  December  31,  1961. 

We  recommend  postponement  because 
many  questions  have  been  raised  as  to  the 
social  costs  of  the  present  program;  these 
questions  have  not  yet  been  considered  by 
the  committee  in  public  hearings.  Such 
hearings  could  easily  be  held  next  spring, 
since  the  present  program  is  not  scheduled 
to  expire  until  June  1961. 

H.R.  12759  as  reported,  is  particularly  in¬ 
adequate  in  that  it  does  not  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  to  determine  the  need 
and  set  standards  for  the  employment  of 
Mexican  workers.  This  authorization  was 
recommended  last  year  by  a  distinguished 
group  of  impartial  consultants  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor. 

We  believe  that  such  authorization  is  ab¬ 
solutely  essential  since  the  mass  importation 
of  Mexican  farm  labor  without  adequate 
regulation  of  wage  rates  and  working  con¬ 
ditions  has  far-reaching  adverse  effects  on 
American  farmworkers  and  family  farms — 
segments  of  our  economy  already  in  serious 
distress. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  Raymond  Wilson. 


August  25,  1960. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy;  We  understand 
that  a  bill  to  extend  Public  Law  78,  which 
governs  the  importation  of  Mexican  farm¬ 
workers,  may  come  to  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  during  this  special  session.  A  bill  to 
extend  the  program  was  passed  by  the  House 
in  June  after  prolonged  debate.  This  bill, 
H.R.  12759,  was  recently  voted  out  by  the 
Senate -Agriculture  Committee. 

We  urge  you  to  vote  against  this  bill  for 
two  reasons.  The  program  seriously  under¬ 
mines  the  wages  and  employment  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  domestic  farmworkers.  It  is  well 
known  that  they  are  the  lowest  paid,  least 
protected  and  most  underemployed  section 
of  our  labor  force.  To  continue  the  im¬ 
portation  of  low-cost  foreign  labor  can  only 
further  depress  the  conditions  of  these 
workers. 

Furthermore,  Public  Law  78  does  not  expire 
until  June  30,  1961,  so  there  is  no  need  for 
hasty  action  at  this  time.  A  number  of 
important  measures  are  still  pending  Senate 
action  and  these  should  certainly  have  pri¬ 
ority  over  a  program  which  continues  in  ef¬ 
fect  until  months  after  the  convening  of  the 
87th  Congress. 

As  you  know,  Public  Law  78  has  been  the 
object  of  widespread  and  thorough-going 
criticism.  The  Secretary  of  Labor,  who  ad¬ 
ministers  the  program,  recommends  against 
action  at  this  time,  and  a  committee  of  dis¬ 
tinguished  consultants  whom  he  appointed 
to  study  the  program  has  urged  that  it  not 
be  continued  unless  certain  safeguards  were 
added  to  protect  the  wages  and  job  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  American  farmworkers.  These 
safeguards  have  not  been  added.  Nor  has 
any  Senate  committee  held  hearings  on  this 
bill.  We  feel  sure  you  agree  that  such  a  con¬ 
troversial  measure  should  not  be  acted  upon 
until  such  hearings  can  be  conducted. 

The  enclosed  New  York  Times  editorial, 
which  was  written  about  an  earlier  bill  to 
extend  Public  Law  78,  declares:  “The  Gath- 
ings  bill  [now  the  Sisk  bill,  H.R.  12759] 
should  be  decisively  defeated  and  public  sup¬ 
port  given  unstintingly  to  measures  designed 
to  protect  and  improve  the  recruitment, 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers.” 

Sincerely  yours, 

Eliot  D.  Pratt, 
Secretary  Treasurer. 

Imported  Mexican  Labor 

The  time  has  come  for  the  Nation  to 
consider  the  termination  of  the  iniquitous 
Mexican  farm  labor  importation  program 
authorized  by  Public  Law  78.  Under  it 
some  half  million  "braceros”  are  brought 
into  this  country  every  year  to  harvest  crops, 
with  shockingly  low  wages  and  poor  work¬ 
ing  conditions,  and  in  competition  with 
domestic  farm  labor. 

Public  Law  78  is  due  to  expire  next  year, 
but  the  Gathings  bill  (H.R.  12176),  approved 
by  a  reactionary  Republican  and  Southern 
Democratic  majority  of  the  House  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee,  would  extend  its  life  for 
2  years  more.  It  would  also  take  away 
certain  powers  which  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
now  has  to  protect  domestic  farmworkers 
recruited  through  the  U.S.  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice. 

A  countermeasure,  however — the  McGov¬ 
ern  bill  (H.R.  11211) — will  be  introduced 
when  the  Gathings  bill  reaches  the  floor  of 
the  House.  It  provides  for  the  termination 
by  stages  of  the  Mexican  labor  program  over 
a  5-year  period,  and  during  that  time  it 
would  amplify  and  make  more  specific  cer¬ 
tain  ambiguous  and  ineffectual  provisions 
of  Public  Law  78  designed  to  give  protection 
to  American  farm  labor  from  unfair  Mexican 
competition. 

The  Gathings  bill  should  be  decisively  de¬ 
feated  and  public  support  given  unstintingly 
to  measures  designed  to  protect  and  improve 
the  recruitment,  wages,  and  working  condi¬ 
tions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers. 


August  24,  1960. 
Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy;  We  would  like 
to  ask  your  opposition  to  a  bill  which  was 
just  reported  by  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee  and  will  soon  be  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  The  bill  is,  H.R.  12759,  which  was  re¬ 
ported  without  the  committee  holding  any 
hearings.  It  provides  for  the  extension  of 
the  Mexican  farm  labor  importation  pro¬ 
gram,  Public  Law  78,  for  6  months  after  its 
current  expiration  date  of  June  30,  1961. 

This  proposal  would  continue  without  re¬ 
form  the  mass  farm  labor  importation  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  caused  depressed  wages,  un¬ 
employment,  and  underemployment  among 
American  farmworkers.  The  6-month  ex¬ 
tension  may  be  a  maneuver  to  gain  a  much 
longer  extension  in  the  Senate-House  con¬ 
ference  since  the  House  of  Representatives 
has  already  passed  a  bill  providing  for  a  2- 
year  extension. 

As  a  consumer  organization  we  are  par¬ 
ticularly  indignant  at  the  defense  often 
made  for  this  shocking  program  that  the 
consumer  gains  from  it  because  it  provides 
low  prices  for  food.  We  cannot  and  do  not 
subscribe  to  this  theory.  No  consumer 
wishes  cheap  food  at  the  price  of  the  ex¬ 
ploitation  of  fellow  human  beings.  As  con¬ 
sumers  and  taxpayers  we  resent  the  fact 
that  some  60  percent  of  the  imported  Mexi¬ 
cans  are  employed  to  plant  and  harvest  crops 
which  are  in  surplus,  such  as  cotton.  Our 
tax  funds  are  then  used  to  support  the  fall¬ 
ing  prices  of  the  overproduced  commodity. 
This  is  sheer  economic  waste  and  havoc. 

We  urge  you  to  oppose  H.R.  12759.  This  bill 
has  been  subjected  to  no  public  hearings  in 
the  Senate  although  it  deals  with  a  law 
which  does  not  expire  for  another  year.  We 
feel  that  the  operation  of  this  law  is  so  ob¬ 
jectionable  that  it  should  be  thoroughly 
studied  by  the  appropriate  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  before  any  action  is  taken. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Vera  Mayer, 
General  Secretary, 
National  Consumers  League. 

National  Catholic  Rural 

Life  Conference, 

Des  Moines,  Iowa,  August  24,  1960. 
The  Honorable  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

The  U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy  :  Our  organization 
reiterates  its  opposition  to  the  extending  of 
Public  Law  78  as  provided  by  the  Sisk  bill 
(H.R.  12759) .  We  urge  that  the  Senate  post¬ 
pone  legislative  action  in  this  matter  until 
1961  at  which  time  it  can  be  considered  with 
fewer  political  overtones. 

Sincerely, 

Edward  W.  O’Rourke, 

Executive  Director. 

Amalgamated  Meat  Cutters  and 

Butcher  Workmen  of  North  America, 

Chicago,  III.,  August  24,  1960. 
The  Honorable  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy:  The  Agriculture 
Committee  has  reported  a  bill  extending  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  importation  program  for 
6  months  beyond  its  expiration  date  on 
June  30,  1961.  It  approved  H.R.  12759  with¬ 
out  providing  any  opportunity  for  witnesses 
to  be  heard — even  though  this  legislation  is 
highly  controversial  and  even  though  a  rival 
bill,  S.  3666,  was  pending  before  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

The  6  months  extension  may  sound 
moderate.  But  it  can  actually  be  the  vehicle 
for  a  2-year  extension  by  the  Senate-House 
conference  since  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  passed  a  2-year  extension. 

The  Mexican  farm  labor  importation  seri¬ 
ously  hurts  the  American  farmworker  and 
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the  American  family  farmer.  The  nearly 
half -million  Mexican  braceros  imported  each, 
year  provide  a  surplus  of  farm  labor,  so  that 
the  already  abysmal  wages  of  farmworkers 
can  be  kept  at  their  present  low  level,  or 
even  depressed  further.  The  cheap  labor 
importation  also  provides  the  means  for  large 
corporation  farms,  mainly  in  five  States,  to 
have  still  another  unfair  competitive  advan¬ 
tage  over  family  farms. 

Last  year,  a  group  of  distinguished  con¬ 
sultants — including  former  U.S.  Senator  Ed¬ 
ward  Thye,  a  clergyman,  a  university  chan¬ 
cellor,  and  a  Texas  migrant  labor  official- 
studied  this  program  for  a  half  year.  They 
unanimously  concluded  that  it  should  not 
be  renewed  without  major  reform  to  provide 
more  protection  to  American  farmworkers 
against  the  low-wage  foreign  competition. 
The  reforms  they  suggested  are  contained  in 
S.  3666.  Yet  the  Agriculture  Committee  did 
not  even  hold  hearings  on  this  legislation  or 
H.R.  12759. 

Since  the  labor  importation  program  does 
not  expire  until  the  middle  of  next  year, 
we  urge  that  hearings  be  held  next  year. 
We  therefore  appeal  to  you  to  oppose  H.R. 
12759. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Thomas  J.  Lloyd. 
Patrick  E.  Gorman. 


National  Farmers  Union, 

August  24, 1960. 

Dear  Senator:  Considering  the  need  for  a 
farm  income  stabilization  and  supply  man¬ 
agement  program  for  farmers  and  relating 
such  need  to  the  hours,  wages  and  working 
conditions  of  hired  farm  labor,  Farmers  Un¬ 
ion  supports  the  view  that  farm  workers 
ought  to  be  afforded  the  same  rights  under 
Federal  law  as  other  workers  and  that  these 
rights  should  be  enforced  by  the  same 
agency  of  government. 

Under  present  farm  labor  programs  and 
existing  law  concerning  hired  farmworkers, 
the  above  policy  will  not  be  realized. 
Farmers  Union,  therefore,  respectfully  re¬ 
quests  your  opposition  to  H.R.  12759  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  Mexican  farm  labor  program.  Its 
enactment  will  continue  to  subject  Ameri¬ 
can  family-farm  operators  and  their  wives 
and  children  to  subsidized  unfair  competi¬ 
tion  from  industrialized  factory-type  agri¬ 
cultural  enterprises  employing  and  exploit¬ 
ing  workers  with  grossly  inadequate  wage 
rates,  working  and  living  conditions. 

Sincerely, 

James  G.  Patton, 

President. 

Industrial  Union  Department, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  24,  1960. 
Hon.  Eugene  J.  McCarthy, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McCarthy:  We  are  strongly 
opposed  to  the  passage  of  H.R.  12759,  the  bill 
extending  the  Mexican  farm  labor  importa¬ 
tion  program.  This  bill  was  approved  yes¬ 
terday  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  without  hearings  on  it  or  on  Senator 
McCarthy’s  pending  bill  S.  3636,  which  is 
concerned  with  the  same  program. 

H.R.  12759  would  continue  the  Mexican 
labor  importation  program  without  reforms 
of  any  kind,  despite  ample  evidence  that  the 
importation  of  almost  half  a  million  Mexican 
workers  each  year  has  been  a  major  factor  in 
depressing  the  wages  and  preventing  im¬ 
provements  in  the  working  conditions  of 
farm  workers. 

In  1958,  the  average  American  farm  worker 
earned  only  $761  at  farm  work.  He  was  able 
to  get  farm  work  only  128  days  in  the  entire 
year.  Such  conditions  are  indefensible  in 
the  face  of  clear  evidence  that  the  mass  im¬ 
portation  of  cheap  foreign  workers  is  a  major 
contributing  factor. 

Moreover,  this  program  continues  to  place 
the  American  family  farmer  in  jeopardy. 
The  big  farm  operators  who  use  most  of  this 


cheap  labor  gain  an  unfair  competitive  ad¬ 
vantage  over  the  family  farmer  who  hires 
little  or  no  labor.  (Only  50,000  farmers  in 
the  Nation  use  Mexican  labor — a  tiny  frac¬ 
tion  of  all  our  farmers.)  The  availability  of 
this  cheap  labor  has  driven  many  small 
farmers  out  of  tomato  growing,  and  has  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  accumulation  of  farm  sur¬ 
pluses  and  the  reduction  in  farm  income. 

There  is  a  great  need  for  reform  of  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program,  reforms  rec¬ 
ommended  by  many  individuals  and  groups 
including  Secretary  of  Labor  Mitchell,  who 
administers  the  program,  and  his  distin¬ 
guished  advisory  committee. 

Specific  suggestions  for  reforms  have  been 
spelled  out  in  S.  3666.  Before  this  program 
is  extended  for  any  period,  we  urge  that  full 
hearings  be  held  and  that  these  suggested 
reforms,  which  we  support,  be  given  due  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  present  law  does  not  expire  until  June 
30,  1961.  We  urge  you  to  oppose  H.R.  12759, 
and  that  no  action  be  taken  on  this  program 
until  next  year. 

Sincerely, 

Jacob  Clayman, 
Administrative  Director. 

American  Federation 
of  Labor  and  Congress 
of  Industrial  Organizations, 
Stockton,  Calif.,  August  26, 1960. 
Senator  Eugene  J.  McCarthy,  • 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  The  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee  has  reported  favorably  a  bill,  H.R. 
12759,  which  would  reextend  without  change 
the  program  under  which  contract  workers 
are  imported  from  Mexico  into  U.S.  agricul¬ 
ture.  This  bill  may  reach  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  within  a  matter  of  a  very  few  days. 

H.R.  12759  has  not  received  hearings  in  the 
Senate.  Hearings  in  the  House  revealed  vig¬ 
orous  and  reasoned  opposition  from  scores 
of  religious,  civic,  labor,  veterans,  consumer, 
and  governmental  agencies  and  organizations. 
The  only  support  for  the  bill  springs  from 
the  employers  of  foreign  contract  labor.  It  is 
understandable  that  they  should  wish  the 
extension  of  this  uniquely  preferential  legis¬ 
lation.  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
Mexican  national  program,  functioning  un¬ 
der  Public  Law  78,  profoundly  affects  the 
lives  of  millions  of  Americans  aside  from  the 
50,000  growers  who  employ  this  peculiar  class 
of  labor.  H.R.  12759,  which  proposes  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  bracero  program  in  its  present  form, 
therefore  becomes  a  matter  of  grave  public 
importance.  We  do  not  have  space  here  to 
develop  the  many  reasons  we  feel  action  on 
H.R.  12759  is  fateful  to  millions  of  our  citi¬ 
zens.  We  hope  you  will  have  the  opportunity 
to  examine  the  record  of  the  House  hearings 
(March  22-31,  1960) .  The  record  reveals  that 
Public  Law  78  adversely  affects  American 
farmworkers  and  their  families;  Americans  of 
Mexican  ancestry;  America’s  working  farmers 
and  their  families;  and  others. 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  should  consider  the  re¬ 
tention  of  legislation  which  harms  so  many 
Americans  and  helps  so  few.  It  is  even  less 
conceivable  the  Senate  should  act  on  so 
serious  a  matter  without  adequate  discussion 
and  reflection.  We  therefore  specifically  urge 
that  you  vote  to  refer  H.R.  12759  back  to 
committee  when  it  comes  to  the  floor.  We 
trust  that  when  the  87th  Congress  convenes 
in  January  1961,  the  entire  question  of  for¬ 
eign  contract  labor — tied  in  as  it  is  with 
larger  questions  of  the  farm  labor  market, 
which  in  turn  are  tied  in  with  the  question 
of  general  farm  policy— will  receive  the  care¬ 
ful  attention  it,  and  the  Nation  deserve. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Norman  Smith, 
Director,  Agricultural  Workers 
Organizing  Committee,  AFL-VIO. 


September  1 

American  Federation  of 

Labor  and  Congress  of 
Industrial  Organizations, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  26, 1960. 

Dear  Senator:  A  bill  which  would  greatly 
harm  the  American  farmworker  and  family 
farmer  has  been  reported  by  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  without  hearings.  The 
measure  is  H.R.  12759,  which  would  extend 
the  Mexican  farm  labor  importation  pro¬ 
gram. 

The  AFL-CIO  is  unalterably  opposed  to 
this  bill.  We  believe  that  thorough  hearings 
should  be  held  on  this  highly  controversial 
subject  before  the  Senate  is  asked  to  take 
action.  Since  Public  Law  78,  which  governs 
the  Mexican  farm  labor  importation  pro¬ 
gram,  does  not  expire  until  June  30,  1961, 
there  will  be  ample  time  for  hearings  early 
next  year  and  for  the  Senate  to  act.  We 
therefore  urge  that  you  oppose  H.R.  12759 
and  that  no  action  be  taken  this  session  on 
this  bill. 

The  Mexican  farm  labor  program  has 
been  a  major  factor  in  depressing  agricul¬ 
tural  wages.  The  2, 300, COO  American  farm¬ 
workers  averaged  $761  for  their  farmwork 
in  all  of  1958.  They  were  able  to  obtain 
work  for  only  128  days  in  the  entire  year. 
Yet  under  Public  Law  78,  nearly  a  half- 
million  Mexican  farmworkers  are  imported 
into  the  United  States  each  year  to  worsen 
terrible  conditions  of  poverty  and  under¬ 
employment  among  American  workers. 

The  family  farmer,  the  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  whom  use  little  or  no  hired  labor, 
cannot  compete  against  the  cheap  labor  im¬ 
ported  under  Public  Law  78.  The  Mexican 
labor  importation  program,  by  depressing 
wages  on  corporation  farms,  provides  an¬ 
other  means  for  driving  small  farmers  out 
of  existence. 

For  these  reasons,  we  urge  your  opposi¬ 
tion  to  H.R.  12759. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Andrew  J.  Biemiller, 
Director,  Department  of  Legislation. 

American  Veterans  Committee, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  25,  1960. 

Dear  Senator:  H.R.  12759,  an  extension  of 
the  Mexican  Labor  Import  Act,  Public  Law 
78,  has  cleared  the  Senate  Agricultural 
Committee. 

This  bill  has  had  no  Senate  hearings  and 
the  present  law  does  not  expire  until  next 
year.  This  bill  is  not  as  bad  as  the  House 
bill,  but  it  provides  for  no  protection  for 
American  farmworkers.  If  this  bill  passes 
the  Senate  and  goes  to  a  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  the  chances  of  worsening  the  legisla¬ 
tion  are  great. 

Congres  came  back  this  session  to  act  on 
several  “must”  pieces  of  legislation.  Appar¬ 
ently,  much  of  this  "must”  legislation  will 
not  receive  favorable  action.  It  would  be 
extremely  disappointing  if  the  Senate  should 
spend  its  time  adopting  a  bad  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation  which  extends  an  act  that  is  not 
scheduled  to  expire  for  another  year,  when 
for  one  reason  or  another  it  could  not  act 
on  more  important  legislation. 

We  hope  that  H.R.  12759  does  not  get 
scheduled  for  full  Senate  consideration.  If 
it  does,  we  respectfully  urge  that  you  oppose 
its  passage. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

Sincerely, 

J.  Arnold  Feldman, 

Executive  Director. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I  ac¬ 
cept  the  statements  and  the  commit¬ 
ments  made  here  in  the  Chamber  with 
the  understanding  that  we  will  remem¬ 
ber  this,  and  not  have  the  same  kind  of 
situation  a  year  from  now  as  we  have 
had  all  too  often  in  the  past.  There  was 
always  the  question  of  time  running  out 
and  sympathy  for  the  farmers  who  had 
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to  plant  their  vegetables.  I  think  the 
time  has  come  to  show  some  sympathy 
for  the  workers,  both  the  Mexicans  who 
are  imported  into  this  country,  and  the 
Americans  who  are  displaced  and  forced 
to  move  north  to  seek  additional  work, 
with  all  the  concomitant  results  of  dis¬ 
placement  of  families  and  economic  dis¬ 
organization  that  follows. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden] 
yield  for  one  further  suggestion?  May 
I  have  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy]  ?  I  suggest 
to  my  colleagues  that  we  have  printed 
in  the  Record  the  amendments  that  we 
have  proposed  to  offer  as  part  of  the  re¬ 
marks  on  this  subject.  Does  the  Senator 
feel  that  such  procedure  would  be  sat¬ 
isfactory? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  have  no  objection. 
I  suggest  that  the  Senator  proceed  to 
have  them  printed  in  the  Record  to¬ 
gether  with  the  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  McCarthy’s  amendment: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  a  new  section 
as  follows : 

“Sec.  2.  The  first  sentence  of  section  503  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  word 
'and’  immediately  preceding  ‘(3)’;  and  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  such 
sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a 
comma  and  the  following:  ‘and  (4)  no  work¬ 
er  shall  be  supplied  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  except  for  seasonal  em¬ 
ployment  requiring  no  specialized  skills.’  ” 

Amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of  New 
Jersey: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  a  new  section 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  2.  Clause  (3)  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  503  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

"‘(3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made 
to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such  em¬ 
ployment,  including  independent  and  direct 
recruitment  by  the  employer  requesting  for¬ 
eign  workers,  at  terms  and  conditions  of  em¬ 
ployment  comparable  to  those  offered  to 
foreign  workers’.” 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  for  which  I  ask  immediate  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  of  this  parliamentary 
situation.  By  the  action  of  the  voice  vote 
of  the  Senate  in  accepting  the  committee 
amendments,  the  amendments  being  in 
the  form  of  a  substitute  for  the  bill  would 
automatically  rule  out  any  additional 
amendments.  Therefore  the  request  will 
require  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  be  considered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
hear  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Montana  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  At  the  end  of  the 
bill  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  following 
new  section: 

Sec.  6.  Section  8e  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  and  as 


reenacted  and  amended  by  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  Is  amended  by  Inserting  in  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  after  "grapefruit,”  the  follow¬ 
ing:  "shelled  walnuts,  dates  with  pits,  dates 
with  pits  removed,  and  products  made  prin¬ 
cipally  of  dates,”. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object — and  the  re¬ 
quest  is  open  to  objection — I  ask  whether 
the  proposed  amendment  relates  to  the 
Tariff  Act  and  to  the  importation  of 
dates,  shelled  walnuts,  and  other  com¬ 
modities  that  were  recited  therein? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  in 
response  to  what  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  leader  has  asked,  I  wish  to  say 
that  due  to  the  fact  that  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Engle]  was  out 
of  the  Chamber  temporarily,  at  his  re¬ 
quest  I  introduced  this  bill.  He  is  now 
present  and  can  explain  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  still  reserve  objec¬ 
tion.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  might 
add  that  the  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  from  agencies  of  the  Government 
might  be  classified  as  rather  violent. 
My  sympathies  are  with  the  producers. 
I  am  willing  to  say  that  now,  but  I  would 
not  wish  to  lose  the  bill  by  attaching  the 
proposed  amendment  to  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  I  proposed  only  to  offer 
the  amendment  on  the  assumption  that 
it  would  be  taken  to  conference.  I  un¬ 
derstood  that  the  chairman  of  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  would  take  this 
over. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  the  amendment. 


THE  MEXICAN  FARM  LABOR 
PROGRAM 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
at  the  proper  point  in  the  Record,  prior 
to  the  passage  of  House  bill  12759,  a 
statement  I  have  prepared  on  that  meas¬ 
ure. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Goldwater 

H.R.  12759 - BRACERO  PROGRAM 

As  the  law  now  stands,  Public  Law  78,  the 
Mexican  farm  labor  program,  is  scheduled  to 
be  terminated  June  30,  1961.  If  legislation 
to  extend  this  act  is  not  enacted  this  session 
of  Congress,  large  segments  of  the  agricul¬ 
tural  industry  which  have  relied  on  these 
'  workers  in  the  past  will  not  be  able  to  plan 
their  operations  to  harvest  the  1961  crop. 
This  means  that  many  growers  in  my  State, 
particularly  cotton  people,  will  face  a  serious 
problem  in  planning  for  next  year’s  crop; 
serious  for  several  reasons,  but  particularly 
because  lending  institutions  require  that 
growers,  as  is  the  case  with  all  other  busi¬ 
nessmen,  be  able  to  outline  their  future  op¬ 
erations  and  anticipated  needs.  A  cotton 
farmer,  for  example,  must  be  able  to  go  to 
his  banker  this  winter  and  outline  for  him 
next  year’s  operations,  or  the  loan  needed  to 
carry  him  through  summer  operations  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  hard  to  get.  The  farmer,  in  other 
words,  if  he  does  not  know  what  is  going  to 
happen  to  his  labor  supply  in  June,  is  going 
to  be  left  in  the  lurch. 

Supplementary  factors  to  consider  if  this 
program  is  not  extended  beyond  the  June 
30,  1961,  date  are: 


1.  The  Department  of  Labor  is  going  to 
have  to  plan  ahead  early  in  the  year  1961 
as  to  what  to  do  with  its  employees  in  the 
field.  This,  of  course,  gets  into  the  matter  of 
termination  of  service  and  relocation. 

2.  The  Department  of  Labor  will  be  plan¬ 
ning  far  ahead  of  June  30,  1961,  as  to  where 
its  field  service  people  will  be  relocated. 
This  means  that  reception  centers  for  Mex¬ 
ican  farmworkers  will  most  likely  be  sched¬ 
uled  for  closing  June  30.  It  also  means  that 
recruitment  programs  in  this  area  must  be 
curtailed  by  June  30,  1961.  Both  the  above 
considerations  can  be  applied  to  State  serv¬ 
ices  working  with  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  in  this  area. 

3.  Thirdly,  there  are  budgetary  provisions. 
The  Department  of  Labor  must  plan  in  ad¬ 
vance  its  budget  requirements  for  admin¬ 
istering  the  Bracero  program.  This  plan¬ 
ning,  of  course,  must  be  done  far  in  advance 
of  June  30,  1961. 

The  House-passed  version  of  H.R.  12759 
would  extend  the  Mexican  farmworker  pro¬ 
gram  for  2  years.  The  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee  has  reported  out  a  bill  to  extend 
this  program  for  only  6  months  which  will 
carry  the  program  to  December  31,  1961.  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  reported  that 
it  feels  it  desirable  that  this  program  be  ex¬ 
tended  beyond  the  termination  date  but 
wants  action  delayed  until  the  next  Con¬ 
gress.  The  Department  of  Labor  has  said 
flatly  that  it  does  not  want  this  program 
extended  until  the  Department  is  prepared 
to  offer  certain  amendments  to  the  program 
which  the  Secretary  of  Labor  feels  neces¬ 
sary  to  broaden  his  authority  in  this  area. 

The  point  is  this;  to  my  knowledge  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  has  at  this  time  pre¬ 
sented  no  definite  language  or  specific  prop¬ 
ositions  as  to  how  he  would  change  this 
program.  If  the  Secretary  is  prepared  to 
make  such  recommendations  by  the  next 
Congress,  it  is  still  doubtful  that  legislation 
in  this  area  could  clear  through  committees 
of  both  Houses  and  be  passed  by  both 
Houses  in  time  to  continue  this  program 
without  a  substantial  lag.  This  means  that 
at  the  same  time  the  Department  would  be 
taking  steps  to  terminate  the  program,  the 
Congress  would  be  working  with  legislation 
to  extend  it.  To  the  farmer  who  must  have 
a  reliable  labor  supply,  this  means  that  on 
June  30,  he  will  probably  lose  his  access  to 
Mexican  farm  labor  and  with  cotton  crops  to 
be  harvested  in  my  State  during  August  and 
September,  he  is  going  to  be  just  out  of  luck. 
It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  ask  that  this  pro¬ 
gram,  if  not  extended  for  2  years  as  the 
House  has  approved,  certainly  be  extended 
until  the  end  of  1961.  This  will  keep  the 
program  from  being  broken  off  abruptly 
when  the  farmer  most  needs  to  count  on  this 
labor  force.  It  will  enable  the  Congress  and 
the  Departments  of  Labor  and  Agriculture 
to  work  out  legislative  changes,  if  any,  felt 
to  be  necessary  and  which  could  then  be 
smoothly  implemented  at  the  beginning  of 
the  year  1962.  This  will  allow  the  farmer 
to  continue  planning  his  crops  on  a  yearly 
basis  with  no  midyear  interruption. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendment  and  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  12759)  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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state  acquisition  op  certain 

PUBLIC  LANDS  FOR  RECREA¬ 
TIONAL  USE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
2757)  to  supplement  the  act  of  June  14, 
1926,  as  amended,  to  permit  any  State 
to  acquire  certain  public  lands  for 
recreational  use,  which  was,  on  page  1, 
line  8,  strike  out  all  alter  "words”  over 
through  and  including  \thereaf ter ;  ”  in 
line  10,  and  insert  “words  ‘or  the  State 
agency  or  any  other  agency  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  State  park  system 
of  said  State  designated  by  the.Governor 
of  that  State  as  its  sole  representative 
for  acceptance  of  lands  under  this  pro¬ 
vision,’.”  . 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The' 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  an  explanation  of  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  1,  line  8, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all  after 
“words”  over  through  and  includ¬ 
ing  “thereafter;”  in  line  10,  and  insert 
“words  ‘or  the  State  agency  or  any 
other  agency  having  jurisdiction  over 
the  State  park  system  of  said  State 
designated  by  the  Governor  of  that  State 
as  its  sole  representative  for  acceptance 
of  lands  under  this  provision,’.” 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Has  the  amendment 
gone  through  the  processes  provided  by 
the  rules  of  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  being  a  House  amendment 
to  a  Senate  bill,  all  the  Senate  is  re¬ 
quired  to  do  is  to  act  on  the  acceptance 
of  the  change. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  The  amendment  is 
then  properly  before  the  Senate  now? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  a, 
privileged  matter  and  is  laid  before  tl 
Senate. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I/can 
get  no  detail  as  to  whether  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  cleared  with  any  ijnnority 
member. 

We  would  like  to  know  wlto  was  con¬ 
sulted  with  respect  to  the  bjfl  and  what 
appropriate  committee  would  have  had 
jurisdiction.  This  is  a  Jlouse  bill,  as  I 
understand. 

Mr.  MOSS.  No,  it  ie  a  Senate  bill  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affaire.  I  introduced  the 
bill,  which  was  passed  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  House  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Who  on  this  side  of 
the  aisle  on/the  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  of  the  Senate  has  any 
knowledge  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  respond  to  that  question?  I  am  not 
on  the  committee,  but  I  am  a  coauthor 
of  the  bill.  The  bill  is  very  important 
to  those  States  that  have  a  State  park 
pstem.  It  is  one  of  a  series  of  bills 
through  which  over  the  last  2  or  3  years 


we  have  been  working  out  the  problems 
involved  in  setting  up  such  systems.  I 
hope  the  Senate  will  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  amendment  that  came  from 
the  House  is  entirely  satisfactory. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  it  is  fine 
that  the  coauthors  of  the  bill  agree  be¬ 
tween  themselves  that  the  amendment  is 
satisfactory.  However,  I  do  think  it 
should  be  referred  to  a  member  of  the 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee. 

I  suggest  that  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Dworshak]  the  ranking  Repub¬ 
lican  member  of  that  committee,  has 
seen  the  amendment.  I  assure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  I  have  never  seen  it.  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  amendment,  but  I  do  not 
think  this  is  quite  the  way  to  proceed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  it  was 
^represented  to  us  a  moment  ago  that  the 
ill  pass  the  Senate,  and  that  all  we  are 
dealing  with  at  the  present  time  is 
Hohse  amendment  to  a  Senate  bill, 
wanted  to  be  assured  only  that  it 
gone  through  the  proper  procedure/and 
that  tlm  amendment  in  which  we  are 
asked  to  Concur  is  appropriate,  we  have 
the  word  of  the  distinguished' Senator 
from  Utah.  \l  thought  perhaps  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Idaho  might 
have  some  knowledge  on  this  subject. 

Mi’.  JOHNSON,  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  understand  from  the  distin¬ 
guished  author  of  thehill  that  the  Plouse 
amendment  is  merely  a  restrictive 
amendment  limited  only  to  park  lands, 
and  I  think  we  q/e  making  much  to  do 
about  it.  The  Senators  frqm  Utah  have 
no  objection  te  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  am  gla'd  to  accept 
the  statement  of  the  Senator  ffpm  Utah, 
who  is  a  poauthor  and  has  some^nterest 
in  the  bil 

Mr. /MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  tnove 
that/the  Senate  concur  in  the  ame^d- 
meyft  of  the  House. 

Ir.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
le  Senator  from  Utah  assure  us  that  the 
•'bill  and  amendment  would  not  in  any 
way  affect  the  situation  at  Dinosaur 
National  Monument,  Echo  Park,  or  any 
of  those  installations? 

Mr.  MOSS.  It  has  no  connection  at 
all  or  no  bearing  on  that  case. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Utah  did  a  fine  job  in  preparing  the  park 
bill.  I  only  wanted  to  be  sure  that  it  did 
not  get  that  measure  confused. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  share  the  view  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  Two 
sponsors  of  the  bill  tell  us  that  the 
amendment  is  proper  and  acceptable. 
Has  any  member  of  the  committee  which 
has  jurisdiction  over  the  bill  expressed 
an  opinion  about  the  propriety  of  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  author 
of  the  bill  which  has  been  passed  by  the 
Senate  has  expressed  an  opinion.  The 
House  merely  added  a  restrictive  amend¬ 
ment.  The  bill  has  already  passed  the 
Senate.  The  amendment  is  acceptable 
to  the  author  of  the  bill,  who  is  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee.  The  amendment 
is  acceptable  to  the  ranking  minority 
member,  of  the  committee  and  to  the 


ranking  majority  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  who  was  examined.  It  is  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  them.  The  Senate  has  al¬ 
ready  passed  it  without  objection.  The 
Senator  from  Utah  is  merely  moving  that 
the  Senate  concur  in  the  simple  amend¬ 
ment  added  by  the  House.  It  is  a  re¬ 
strictive  amendment,  restricting  the  bill 
originally  passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  only  mistake  that  was  made  was 
that  the  Senator  from  Utah  did  not 
check  with  the  staff  members  at  the  desk. 
He  understood  it  had  been  checked.  The 
minority  leader/  was  within  his  rights 
to  raise  the  question  he  raised  because 
it  should  have  been  cleared  with  the 
staff.  The' ranking  minority  member 
has  no  objection.  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  concur  in  the  House  amendment. 

Mr.  EAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  fjtst  time  in  my  life,  in  carrying  the 
responsibility  of  casting  my  votes,  that 
I  have  been  called  upon  to  sit  by  watch- 
jng  bills  go  through  the  mill.  They  have 
)een  bills  about  which  I  knew  nothing. 
I  do  not  contemplate  tonight  sitting  here 
without  knowing  what  is  being  passed 
by  the  Senate.  I  will  raise  objection  to 
the  consideration  of  any  bill  which  under 
the  rules  of  the  Senate  must  go  over.  I 
feel  embarrassed  in  this  experience.  I 
am  sure  there  are  other  Senators  also 
who  have  no  familiarity  with  the  many 
bills  which  have  been  rushed  through 
the  Senate.  I  do  not  propose  any  longer 
tonight  to  sit  by  watching  the  machine 
move  and  grind  out  bills,  with  some  of 
them  not  going  through  the  regular 
process,  and  my  not  knowing  anything 
about  them.  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
bill  that  has  been  discussed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  advises  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
that  this  being  an  amendment  of  the 
House  to  a  Senate  bill,  the  bill  need  not 
go  over. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Bills  have  gone 
through  which  have  not  been  processed 
in  conformity  with  the  rules.  I  serve 
notice  that  I  will  raise  objection  to  any 
bill  being  considered  which  must  be  held 
rver  for  1  day,  or  if  the  rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  have  not  been  complied  with  in  the 
processing. 

m\  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Obviously 
the  Sbpator  does  not  realize  that  this 
is  a  privileged  matter.  The  only  mis¬ 
take  the  Senator  from  Utah  made  is  that 
he  did  not  check  the  bill  with  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader.  Nit  is  a  privileged  matter. 
There  is  no  reason  why  the  amendment 
should  not  be  agreed  to  without  discus¬ 
sion.  The  House,  amendment  has  been 
gone  into  by  the  committee.  It  has  been 
accepted  by  the  committee.  I  hope  we 
can  get  action  on  thd  motion. 

The  PRESIDING  ’OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing\to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Utah,  [Mr.  Moss]. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  have  jiiet  one  more 
word  to  add.  It  is  not  more  than  a  half 
hour  since  a  Member  of  the  House  said 
to  me,  “You  are  getting  a  lot  of  cats 
and  dogs.”  I  am  not  going  to  stand  by 
without  learning  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  no  cats  and  dogs  in  the  House 
Representatives;  at  least  I  never  saw  any 
over  there. 
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this  Act,  the  former  owner  or  successor  in 
interest. of  the  rights  therein  shall  have  the 
preferential  right  to  reacquire  such  property 
on  terms  as  favorable  as  those  terms  whereby 
disposition  \nay  be  made  under  such  section. 

“  ‘(Seo.  9.  \The  Secretary  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  establish  amd  promulgate  such  rules 
and  regulations*,  as  are  consistent  with  the 
directions  of  thlk  Act  and  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  hereof. 

‘‘‘Sec.  10.  (a)  The  provisions  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  of  June  11,  1946 
(60  Stat.  637;  6  U\S.C.  1001-1011),  as 

amended,  shall  apply  toVny  agency  proceed¬ 
ing  and  any  agency  action  taken  under  this 
Act,  including  the  issuance  of  rules  and 
regulations,  and  the  terms  /agency  proceed¬ 
ing"  and  “agency  action”  shall  have  the 
meaning  specified  in  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act. 

“‘(b)  In  any  proceeding  unddr  this  Act 
for  the  granting,  suspending,  revoking,  or 
amending  of  any  license,  or  application  to 
transfer  control  thereof,  and  in  any  proceed¬ 
ing  for  the  issuance  or  iyodification  ofVules 
and  regulations  dealing  with  the  activities 
of  licensees,  the  Secretary  shall  grant\a 
hearing  upon  the  request  of  any  perso 
whose  interest  may  be  affected  by  the  pro 
ceeding,  and  shall  admit  any  such  person  as 
a  party  to  such  proceeding.  Any  final  order 
entered  in  any  such  proceedings  shall  be 
subject  to  judicial  review  in  the  manner 
prescribed  in  the  Act  of  December  29,  1950 
(64  Stat.  1129;  5  U.S.C.  1031-1042),  as 

amended,  and  to  the  provisions  of  section  10 
of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act. 

“  ‘Sec.  11.  The  provisions  of  the  Natural 
Gas  Act  of  June  21,  1938  (52  Stat.  821;  15 
U.S.C.  717-717w) ,  as  amended,  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  the  sale,  extraction,  processing, 
transportation,  or  storage  of  helium  either 
prior  to  or  subsequent  to  the  separation  of 
such  helium  from  the  natural  gas  with 
which  it  is  commingled,  whether  or  no' 
the  provisions  of  such  Act  apply  to  sue! 
natural  gas,  and  in  determining  the  rat^s 
of  a  natural  gas  company  under  sections 
4  and  5  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  as  amended, 
whenever  helium  is  extracted  from  helium¬ 
bearing  natural  gas,  there  shall  be  excluded 
(1)  all  income  received  from  the  /ale  of 
helium;  (2)  all  direct  costs  incurred  in  the 
extraction,  processing,  compression,  trans¬ 
portation  or  storage  of  helium;  ana  (3)  that 
portion  of  Joint  costs  of  exploration,  pro¬ 
duction,  gathering,  extraction,/  processing, 
compression,  transportation  or  storage  di¬ 
vided  and  allocated  to  heliujn  on  a  volu 
metric  basis. 

“  ‘Sec.  12.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  if 
to  borrow  annually  from  me  Treasury  and 
credit  to  the  fund  established  under  section 
6(f)  of  this  Act  such  amounts  as  may  be 
authorized  in  the  initial  appropriation  Act 
and  which  may  be  increased  from  time  to 
time  in  appropriation/Acts  and  as  are  nec¬ 
essary  to  carry  out  /he  provisions  of  this 
Act  and  contractual  obligations  hereunder. 

“  ‘(b)  For  the  purpose  of  this  section  the 
Secretary  may  issue  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  notes,  debentures,  bonds,  or  other 
obligations  to  bye  redeemable  at  the  option 
of  the  Secreta/y  before  maturity  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  stipulated  in  such  ob¬ 
ligations.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  purchase  any 
obligations /issued  by  the  Secretary  under 
authority  of  this  section  and  for  such  pur¬ 
pose  the  /Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au¬ 
thorized/to  use  as  a  public  debt  transaction 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities 
issued /under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act, 
as  amended,  and  the  purposes  for  which 
secu/ities  may  be  issued  under  the  Second 
Liberty  Bond  Act,  as  amended,  are  ex¬ 
tended  to  include  any  purchases  of  obli- 
ations  of  the  Secretary  hereunder. 

“  ‘Sec.  13.  Whoever  willfully  violates,  at¬ 
tempts  to  violate,  or  conspires  to  violate,  any 
provision  of  this  Act  or  any  regulation  or 

- 19 


order  issued  or  any  terms  of  a  license 
granted  thereunder  shall,  upon  conviction 
thereof,  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  more 
than  $5,000  or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more 
than  two  years,  or  both,  except  that  whoever 
commits  such  an  offense  with  intent  to  in¬ 
jure  the  United  States  or  with  Intent  to 
secure  an  advantage  to  any  foreign  nation, 
shall  upon  conviction  thereof,  be  punished 
by  a  fine  of  not  more  than  $20,0p0  or  by  im¬ 
prisonment  for  not  more  jman  twenty 
years,  or  both. 

“  ‘Sec.  14.  Whenever  in  th/  judgment  of 
the  Secretary  any  person  hafe  engaged  or  is 
about  to  engage  in  any  act  or  practice  which 
constitutes  or  will  constitute  a  violation  of 
any  provision  of  this  Act/  or  any  regulation 
or  order  issued  or  any/term  of  a  license 
granted  thereunder,  any  such  act  or  prac¬ 
tice  may  be  enjoined  by  any  district  court 
having  jurisdiction  bi  such  person,  and 
proper  proceedings  to  this  end  may  be  in¬ 
stituted  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States. 

*‘  ‘Sec.  15.  It  is /the  sense  of  the  Congress 
that  it  is  in  the'  national  interest  to  foster 
and  encourage  Individual  enterprise  in  the 
development  and  distribution  of  supplies  of 
helium,  and  a/  the  same  time  provide,  within 
conomic  limits,  through  the  administration 
this  Act /  a  sustained  supply  of  helium 
which,  together  with  supplies  available  or 
expected  yo  become  available  otherwise,  will 
be  sufficient  to  provide  for  essential  Govern¬ 
ment  activities. 

“  ‘Seo.\16.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is 
dlrect/d  to  report  annually  to  the  Congress 
on  the  matters  contained  in  this  Act. 

.ec.  17AIf  any  provision  of  this  Act,  or 
th/  application  of  such  provision  to  any 
person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the 
mainder  of  this  Act  or  the  application  of 
uch  provision  tek  persons  or  circumstances 
other  than  those  \as  to  which  it  is  held 
invalid  shall  not  be\affected  thereby. 

“  ‘Sec.  3.  The  amendment  made  by  this  Act 
shall  become  effective  ion  March  1,  1961.’  ” 
Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  act  to 
amend  the  Helium  Act  of \  March  3,  1925,  as 
amended,  for  the  defense,  Security,  and  the 
general  welfare  of  the  United.  States.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there 'objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  lat 
the  table. 


AMENDMENT  OP  TITLE  V  OF  THE 

AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949,  AS 

AMENDED 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  12759)  to 
amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  a  Senate  amendment  there¬ 
to,  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment 
as  follows; 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  “That  section  509  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  ‘June  30,  1961’  and  inserting 
‘December  31,  1961’.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve 
the  right  to  object  until  I  have  asked 
some  pertinent  questions. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  asked  if 
there  is  objection,  and  any  gentleman 
always  has  the  right  to  object. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  have  no  intention  of 
continuing  my  right  to  object  if  I  can 
have  some  reasonable  answers  to  some 
questions  I  desire  to  ask. 

This  is  the  so-called  Mexican  labor 
bill,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has  cut  down  the  extension  of  that 
legislation  to  approximately  6  months. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Six  months,  yes. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  May  I  inquire  the  ex¬ 
piration  date  that  is  on  the  books  now? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  expires  on  June 
30,1961. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Why  the  necessity  of 
bringing  it  up  when  the  law  does  not 
expire  until  June  30,  1961?  All  this 
Senate  amendment  does  it  continue  it  6 
months. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  It  is  a  6-month  ex¬ 
tension. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  These  Mexican  laborers 
you  are  bringing  in  are  exempt  from  the 
income  tax  and  social  security  tax.  You 
bring  most  of  them  in  under  contract 
and  they  are  paid  50  cents  a  day.  The 
testimony  in  the  hearings  on  the  migrant 
labor  bill  shows  that  at  that  price  you 
can  produce  tomatoes  in  the  southern 
part  of  California  and  sections  of  Texas 
and  ship  them  to  New  Jersey  and  sell 
them  more  cheaply  than  those  who  grow 
them  in  fields  right  next  to  the  Camp¬ 
bell  Soup  Co.  can  produie  them. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  The  gentleman  does 
not  mean  they  come  over  here  and  work 
for  50  cents  a  day. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  majority  of  the 
contractors  pay  50  cents  an  hour,  and 
the  same  kind  of  labor  in  New  Jersey 
and  New  York  is  paid  80  to  85  cents  an 
hour. 

This  bill  should  be  sent  to  the  Labor 
Committee  where  it  belongs,  because  it 
is  purely  a  labor  proposition.  It  belongs 
in  the  Labor  Committee,  but  it  has  been 
handled  in  the  Agriculture  Committee. 
If  I  can  have  the  assurance  that  in  the 
future  it  will  be  handled  by  the  Labor 
Committee,  I  will  withdraw  my  objec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  have  nothing  to 
do  with  that.  That  is  out  of  my  au¬ 
thority  or  jurisdiction.  That  is  left  up 
to  the  Speaker  or  the  Parliamentarian 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  believe  the  gentleman 
was  on  the  floor  at  the  time  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Santangelo] 
gave  his  report  on  the  review  of  this  pro¬ 
gram,  was  he  not? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Yes.  I  remember  the 
gentleman’s  comments  on  it  when  the 
bill  came  up. 

Mr.  SISK.  I  think  the  gentleman  will 
agree  with  me  that  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  had  some  reservations  at  the 
time  this  bill  was  considered. 

Since  that  time  he  has  made  a  survey 
of  this  entire  program.  I  want  to  say 
the  gentleman  did  find  some  abuses,  but 
basically  I  think  the  report,  and  I  believe 
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my  friend,  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia,  will  agree  with  me,  indicated 
that  a  great  many  of  the  charges  made 
against  this  program  were  unfounded 
and  were  not  completely  fair.  I  would 
hope  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
would  at  least  permit  us  this  6  months’ 
extension  for  this  reason,  the  people  who 
grow  the  crops,  particularly  the  food 
crops,  find  it  necessary  if  they  are  to 
be  able  to  plan  for  the  year  ahead.  The 
present  program  expires  on  June  30. 
That  means  the  crops  which  will  be 
started  in  this  coming  year  will  not 
be  able  to  be  harvested  if  there  is  no 
assurance  of  some  labor  supply.  With 
this  additional  6  months,  it  will  guaran¬ 
tee  that  the  farmers  of  the  country  who 
are  handling,  as  I  say,  particularly,  the 
food  crops,  an  opportunity  to  go  ahead 
with  the  assurance  that  they  have  those 
crops  harvested.  Of  course,  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  I  appreciate  the  objections 
and  concern  of  my  friend  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  As  he  knows,  he  and  I  share 
concern  for  our  domestic  workers  and 
the  great  many  unemployed  people  in 
this  country,  but  at  the  same  time  we 
do  have  problems  in  certain  areas  with 
the  harvesting  of  these  crops  and,  as  I 
say,  I  hope  my  good  friend  will  see  his 
way  clear  to  go  along  with  us  at  least 
for  this  6  months’  extension. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  that  my  inclina¬ 
tion  is  to  withdraw  my  objection,  but 
I  want  you  to  know  you  are  not  going 
to  be  back  here  at  the  expiration  of  your 
6  months  extension  demandfhg  to  make 
this  type  of  lousy  legislation  a  perma¬ 
nent  proposition,  as  you  proposed  in  your 
original  bill  this  year,  and  then  cut  it 
down  to  2  years,  and  now  it  is  cut  to 
6  months.  Again,  I  say  it  is  lousy  legis¬ 
lation  which  cannot  be  justified,  in  view 
of  the  situation  of  these  farm  people 
out  there.  You  know  I  tried  to  handle 
the  matter  under  the  minimum  wage 
bill  by  bringing  these  large  agricultural 
units  under  the  minimum  wage  bill,  but 
I  did  not  get  to  first  base  with  it  and 
I  know  of  no  other  way,  and  I  call  it 
to  your  attention  that  you  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  this  kind  of  legislation  without  my 
objection. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  not  to  hold  up 
the  House  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection,  but  you  are  going  to  hear 
from  me  next  year. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 


The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  as  follows : 

On  page  2,  after  line  4,  insert: 

"Sec.  3.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  prevent 
She  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  establish- 
ng  a  National  Migratory  Bird  Refuge  on  the 
Federal  lands  referred  to  in  this  Act  and 
die  closing  of  these  lands  and  water  areas 
idjacent  thereto  to  the  taking,  pursuit,  or 
capture  of  migratory  birds,  if  the  Secretary 
if  the  Interior  considers  such  action  neces¬ 
sary  in  carrying  out  responsibilities  of  the 
United  States  pursuant  to  international 
treaties  and  implementing  statutes.  The 
Secretary  is  further  authorized  to  cooperate 
and  enter  into  agreements  with  the  city 
of  Wyandotte  for  the  recreational  use  of 
these  lands  where  not  inconsistent  with  the 
purpose  for  which  the  refuge  is  established.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

AUTHORIZING  EXCHANGE  OP 
PROPERTY  WITHIN  SHENANDOAH 
NATIONAL  PARK,  VA. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate/ 
consideration  of  the  Senate  bill  (S.  3399j 
to  authorize  tliri  exchange  of  certain 
property  within  Shenandoah  National 
Park,  in  the  Statepf  Virginia,  ai)d  for 
other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  'title  of  thfe  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gent/wfwnan  from 
Idaho? 

There  was  no  objectior 
The  Clerk  read  the  h)A  as 'follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  /Senate  <md  House 
lof  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  acceptNtitle 
to  approximately  37<44  acres  of  land  within, 
the  authorized  boundaries  of  the  Shenan¬ 
doah  National  park,  said  land  fronting  or 
United  States  Highway  Numbered  211  and 
being  more  particularly  described  as  follows: 

Beginning  at  park  monument  H-8,  thence 
with  the  park  boundary  line  the  following 
courses  arid  distances:  north  51  degrees  67 
minutes,  east  2,242.0  feet  to  park  monument 
H-9;  spilth  26  degrees  40  minutes,  east  51.0 
ifeet  to  park  monument  H-10;  south  32  de¬ 


gree^  40  minutes,  east  340.0  feet  to  park 
!monument  H— 11;  south  11  degrees  35  min- 
Jutes,  east  190.0  feet  to  park  monument  li¬ 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar-  -/2;  south  41  degrees  26  minutes,  east  329.0 


kansas  [Mr.  Gathings]  ? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
In. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ANNEXATION  OF  REAL 
BY  CITY  OF  WYANDOT; 

Mr.  LESINSKI.  Mr. 
unanimous  consent  to 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill 
thorize  the  annexation 
property  of  the  Uni 
of  Wyandotte, 


tOPERTY 
MICH. 

eaker,  I  ask 
ice  from  the 
.R.  383)  to  au- 
of  certain  real 
States  by  the  city 
with  amendments 
of  the  Senate  thereto,  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  jfead  the  title  of  the  bill. 


east  1,110.0  feet  to  park  monument  P-149: 
south  74  degrees  36  minutes,  east  443.0  feet 
to  park  monument  P-148;  north  41  degrees 
33  minutes,  east  109.0  feet  to  park  monu¬ 
ment  P-147;  south  69  degrees  50  minutes;' 
east  668.0  feet  to  the  center  of  the  said 
Route  663;  thence  leaving  the  courses'  of 
the  park  boundary  line  and  following'  the 
alinement  of  said  Route  666  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  courses  and  distances;  south  36/degrees 
26  minutes,  west  436.0  feet;  south  36  degrees 
45  minutes,  west  398.0  feet;  soutly29  degrees 
39  minutes,  west  388.0  feet;  soulh  13  degrees, 
55  minutes,  west  100.0  feet;  south  04  degrees 
16  minutes,  west  70.0  feet;  sotith  32  degrees 
37  minutes,  west  49.0  feet;  north  89  de¬ 
grees  45  minutes,  west  43d)  feet;  north  66 
degrees  43  minutes,  west/50.0  feet;  north  89 
degrees  26  minutes,  west  100.0  feet;  north 
73  degrees  39  minutes/  west  78.0  feet;  north 
84  degrees  11  minutes,  west  45.0  feet;  south 
72  degrees  08  minutes,  west  100.0  feet;  south 
43  degrees  17  minutes,  west  50.0  feet;  south 
30  degrees  57  minutes,  west  73.0  feet;  south 
47  degrees  22  minutes,  west  70.0  feet;  south 

65  degrees  32  ininutes,  west  68.0  feet;  south 
80  degrees  Oy  minutes,  west  130.0  feet;  south 
51  degrees  40  minutes,  west  118.0  feet;  south 

66  degree/51  minutes,  west  36.0  feet;  to  the 
point  of/beginning. 

Thp  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a 
thipd  time,  was  read  a  third  time,  and 
parsed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
rfd  on  the  table. 


[feet  to  park  monument  H-13;  thence  cross¬ 
ing  Pass  Run  south  57  degrees  00  minutes 
36  seconds,  west  1,871.32  feet  to  a  marked 
white  oak  tree  near  the  northeast  edge  of 
the  fire  road  on  top  of  Piney  Mountain, 
thence  north  58  degrees  36  minutes,  west 
771.16  feet  to  the  point  of  beginning. 
h  In  exchange  for  the  aforesaid  land  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  convey  on  the 
basis  of  approximately  equal  values  a  parcel 
of  park  land  containing  33.58  acres,  being 
more  particularly  described  as  follows: 

Beginning  at  park  monument  P-153,  a 
point  in  the  center  of  Route  666,  Virginia 
Department  of  Highways,  thence  with  the 
park  boundary  line  the  following  courses 
and  distances;  north  66  degrees  27  minutes, 
west  345.0  feet  to  park  monument  P-152; 
north  41  degrees  08  minutes,  east  705.0  feet 
to  park  monument  P-151;  north  63  degrees 
01  minutes,  west  302.0  feet  to  park  monu¬ 
ment  P-150;  north  30  degrees  38  minutes, 


CONVEYING  PROPERTY  TO  CITY  OF 
BISMARCK,  N.  DAK. 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  Senate  bill  (S.  1663) 
directing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
convey  certain  property  in  the  State  of 
North  Dakota  to  the  city  of  Bismarck, 
N.  Dak. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlewoman  from 
Idaho? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
k  America  in  Congi-ess  asembled.  That  in  order 
'  tp  clear  the  title  to  the  property  hereinafter 
scribed  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  convey  by  quit- 
claiiri,  deed,  without  consideration,  to  the 
city  df  Bismarck,  North  Dakota,  all  right, 
title,  arifi  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
and  to  thp  following  described  tract  of  land, 
together  with  all  buildings  and  other  im¬ 
provements' /hereon,  situated  in  the  city  of 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota: 

Part  of  thev-southeast  quarter  of  section 
5,  to  township  138,  range  80,  beginning  at 
the  southeast  corner  of  sucheection,  thence 
due  west  for  1,786  feet,  thence  north  25  de¬ 
grees  and  46  minutes  west  a  distance  of 
1,122.5  feet,  thence  north  66  degrees  and  39 
minutes  west  a  distanc/of  454.9  feet,  thence 
north  33  degrees  and  22  Bninutes  west  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  679  feet,  thenee\north  25  degrees 
and  24  minutes  west  a  distance  of  610  feet, 
thence  around  a  30 -degree  49^- minute  curve 
to  the  right  a  distance  of  374/  feet,  thence 
due  east  66  feet  south  of  the  quarter  line 
of  such  section  5  a  distance  of  'l, 103  feet, 
thence  due  south  a  distance  of  1/14  feet, 
and  thence  due  east  a  distance  of  1,2?0  feet, 
and  thence  due  south  a  distance  o\l,360 
feet  to  the  point  of  beginning. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  thiis 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  an 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


Public  Law  86-783 
86th  Congress,  H.  R.  12759 
September  14,  I960 

AN  ACT 

74  ST AT.  1021. 

To  amend  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as.  amended,  and  for  other 

purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section  509  of  72  St  at.  934. 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  7  usc  1461 
“June  30, 196T’  and  inserting  ‘‘December  31, 1961.”  note. 

Approved  September  14,  I960. 


' 


